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Cases Reported this Week. 


Atkinson and Horsell’s Contract, Re, and Re The Vendor 
and Purchaser Act, 1874 

Attorney-General v. Sheffield Corporation 

Butler’s Will, Re. Ex parte Metropolitan Board of Works 
and Others 

Dunne v. Bryne 

James Williams, Deceased, Re. 
and Others 

Mosley’s Settled Estates, Ke. Re the Settled Land Acts.. 

Plas-y-Coed Collieries Co. v. Partridge, Jones & Co.......... 

Rex v. Hatherton and Hardy, Justices of the County of 
Stafford. Ex parte Ormskirk Union 

Taylor v. London and North-Western Railway Co. 


Williams v. Williams 





| Current Topics. 


| Land Transfer. 

Tue Attorney-General stated in the House of Commons on 
| Wednesday, that “A Bill carrying out the recommendations of 
the Royal Commission will be introduced by the Lord Chan- 
cellor in the House of Lords at an early date.” 


| The Vacant County Court Judgeship. 
Ir 1s understood that the Devon and West Somerset County 
Court Circuit, recently vacated by the death of Judge BERESFORD, 
‘has been filled by the transfer to it of Judge LINDLEY, who has 
hitherto been judge of the Derbyshire circuit (No. 19). His 
successor in that circuit was not announced up to Thursday. 


‘‘Remanets”’ at the Assizes. 

THE REPORT of a case tried before the Commissioner of 
Assize at Lincoln is not calculated to weaken the arguments of 
those who are dissatisfied with the administration of justice 
through circuits. The action, which was brought to try a right 
of way to a footpath at Skegness, lasted six days, and involved 
the examination of eighty or ninety witnesses. The time 
occupied by the trial compelled the Commissioner to postpone 
the civil list until after the Nottingham Assizes. The expense 
and inconvenience caused by the necessity of causes being made 
‘“remanets” are well known. It is illustrated by the dislike of 
adjournments in the county courts. The consolidation of the 
business in different counties, and sittings of sufficient duration 
to dispose of the lists, are reforms which cannot long be delayed. 


The Late Sir Gainsford Bruce. 

WE IMAGINE that not a few of our readers would learn with 
surprise that, up to the end of last week, Sir GaINsrorD Bruce 
was still living. It is nearly eight years since he resigned his 
office, mainly in consequence, it was understood, of his right hand 
having become disabled by illness, so as to prevent him from 
taking notes of evidence. For some years recently he has been 

| in ill-health and a recluse. Hence, of all the retired judges of the 
High Court—and there is quite a little colony of them by this 
time—he came the least before the public eye. This was in 
| harmony with his career as a judge. During his twelve years’ 
[Q 
¢ 
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tenure of office, he was hardly ever heard of by the man in the 
street, and his name was seldom in the mouths of lawyers. 
They knew him as a courteous, conscientious, and efficient judge, 
rather slow, but generally right in his decisions—a man who 
abhorred sensationalism and self-advertisement, and simply 
desired to perform his important functions to the best of his 
ability. It sounds almost like a satire on some of his colleagues 
on the bench to say that these qualities—although unaccompanied 
with any very profound learning or great acuteness of 
intellect—were so rare as to win him universal esteem. Never- 
theless, we imagiue that this was the case. 

. 
The Civil Judicial Statistics. 


Tue Civit Judicial Statistics for 1910, which have just been 
published, shew a decline in litigation for that year as compared 
with the previous year, but the total figures are swollen by the 
inclusion of the county court plaints, which in the main are not 
properly litigious, but debt collecting. The total number of 
proceedings begun in all courts in the year was 1,475,422, and 
of these 1,363,747 represent the county court business. The 
Mayor’s Court, London, had 10,502 cases and the Borough 
Courts of Record 25,113. After deduction of the business of 
the inferior courts, there remain some 75,000 cases, and the 
majority of these were in the King’s Bench Division, the number 
being 64,992. The Chancery Division accounted for 6,432, the 
Court of Appeal for 814, and the House of Lords and Privy Council 
for 89 and 142 respectively. The appeals to the High Court from 
inferior courts were 437. In addition there is the business of the 
Probate, &c., Division, where the cases were—probate, 237, divorce 
and matrimonial, 909; and Admiralty, 585 ; lunacy, where the cases 
were 686; Railway and Canal Commission, 126; Lancaster 
Chancery Court, 583; and Durham Chancery Court, 21. All 
these figures shew a decrease on the previous year ex:ept in the 
Privy Council ; Borough Courts of Record ; appeals from inferior 
courts to the High Court, and probate actions, where there was an 
increase, and in Admiralty cases, where the number was stationary. 
The number of cases to every 100,000 of population is a little 
over 4,000, and Master MAcpoNgELL, in his Introduction, 
furnishes an interesting comparison with the corresponding 
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shew a tendency to decrease. In 1910 the total amount 
recovered was £399,236, and the average amount per action 
£478. In the previous year the corresponding figures were 
£533,211, and £697, but the figures shew considerable fluctua- 
tians. In 1907 an average of £1,528 per action produced a total 
of £1,179,420. The fluctuation in the amount recovered in libel] 
actions is still more marked. The average for 1910 (£553) was 
the highest of recent years, except 1908, when it was £1,241, 
In 1905 it wasas low as £126. The method of quinquennial 
averages applied to circuit business shews a great decline—from 
1,226 for the period 1886-1890, to 855 for 1906-1910. These 
were the actions entered ; those tried were 1,200 and 640 in the 
same period, so that the effective business on circuit has been 
reduced by half in the last twenty-five years. 








Strike Clauses in Contracts, 

| DURING THE last fortnight much vigorvus discussion has taken 
| place in the public press as to the effect of a general strike in 
| the coal trade upon the industries and prosperity of the country. 
| One point, which is of great interest to lawyers, is concerned 
| with the precise legal effect of a strike upon those forward con- 
| tracts for the sale of coal by which coal-owners bind themselves 
| to the middlemen in the various coal markets and exchanges. 
| There are, in reality, two separate cases to consider, namely, that 
in which the vendor has sought the protection of a clause 
exonerating him from liability in the case of a delay to perform 
his contract occasioned by a strike, and that in which he has 
left himself exposed to the full rigour of the common law. 
As a matter of fact, strike clauses are by no means 
so universal as is commonly supposed. In certuin cases, 
such as in building and civil engineering contracts, the insertion 
of such a clause is all but universal ; and the same may be said 
of shipbuilders’ orders to construct large vessels. In small con- 
tracts no such stipulation is usual; manufacturers, dealers 
and carriers seldom protect themselves in this way ; and even 
when they do, the protection is usually coxfined to delay caused 
by a strike in the particular trade to which the vendor belongs. 
Thus a manufacturer of iron bolts and screws may safeguard him 
self against a strike (1) of his employees, (2) of the ironworkers 
generally ; but he is not likely to obtain a clause protecting 


| 
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— — lee at a gang — sa a of | him against his inability to secure the coal he requires for 
yall» fe 9 KOO , ay F —n - 000 . = in P wi Ys 10 doo, | his works as the result of a strike in the coal trade. And 
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Thus, New Zealand appears to have twice as much judicial busi- 
ness as Australia in proportion to population, and Germany 
twice as much as France and England. 


The Decline in Business. 


THE MOST striking feature in the statistics is the decline in 
the business of the Chancery Division; the number of proceed- 
ings begun (6,006) being the smallest yet recorded. Master 
MACDONELL gives a series of quinquennial averages from 1886 
to 1910, from which it appears that the decline has been con- | 
tinuous except in the period from 1896-1900, when there was | 
a slight increase. The decline is emphasized by the diminution | 
in the fees. The average for 1886-1890 was £62,628 ; in 
1906-1910 it was £14,070, the figures for 1910 being £42,847. | 
The King’s Bench Division tells a similar tale, though not to so 
marked an extent. An interesting diagram is inserted at p. 32, | 
from which the variations in proceedings in the various courts 
can be seen ata glance. This covers the period from 1892 to 
1910. The most striking feature is the rise in the county court 

laints, while the lines for the Chancery Division and King’s | 
3ench Divisions shew the decrease stated above. In the King’s | 
Bench Division in 1910 there was a remarkable increase in trial | 
by jury, 1,303 actions being disposed of in this way, as against | 
771 tried by a judge alone. In 1906, the proportion was very 
different, there being in that year 935 jury cases to 836 non-jury 
cases. It would seem that there is some reaction in favour of trial | 
by jury, although in many cases a jury form a very imperfect 
means of arriving at a correct result. Out of 2,234 actions tried 


| cover any strike in any trade anywhere which reacts on the 


business of the contractor, it is doubtful whether such 
clause would be treated as valid by the courts; it might be 
treated as repugnant to the object of the contract and 
therefore void. Thus in Leduc v. Ward (20 Q. B. D. 475), it 
was provided by a bill of lading that goods should be carried 
from Fiume to Dunkirk, but the right of “calling at any ports 
in any order, and of deviating for the purpose of saving life and 
property” was reserved to the master. It was held that 
this clause—under which the ship might have circumnavigated 
the world a dozen times before proceeding to her destination 
under the bill of lading—was so wide as to be repugnant to 
the object of the contract and therefore void. A similar clause 
giving equally wide delays in the case of a vendor's duty to 
deliver goods, unless carefully drawn, would probably be open 
to the same objection. While, therefore, coal-owners have no 
doubt adequately protected themselves in their contracts against 
their liability during the impending strike, it is to be feared that 


/no such good fortune awaits manufacturers in other trades 


whose works are brought to a standstill by the shortage in fuel. 


Liability in the Absence of a Strike Clause. 
THE SECOND case,—that of contractors who have secured no 


| such protection—will depend on the question how far time is of 


the essence of the contract. Delay caused by strikes is in 
itself not an excuse for non-performance of a contract: Budgelt 
v. Binnington & Co, (1890, 25 Q. B. D. 320). This is rather 
curious, since at common law a strike was a criminal conspiracy, 











in this Division there was a verdict or judgment for the defendant | and breach of contract caused by the criminal acts of a third 
in only 562, or in about 25 per cent. Judged by results, Master | party might have been treated as excusable, just as it would be 
MACDONELL points out, the plaintiff is right in about three out | if caused by a riot or foreign invasion. Nor could delay caused 
of four instances. The damages recoverable in actions generally | by a strike be pleaded as an elemert to be considered in ascer- 
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taining what is a reasonable time in which to perform the con- 
tract ; such questions must be decided with regard to the normal 
state of affairs in existence when the contract was entered into, 
and therefore presumed to be contemplated by the parties. 
Even when a strike is followed by the outbreak of war 
which excuses the performance of the contract—¢.y., a contract 
to build a ship of war for one of the belligerent powers— 
the delay anterior to such outbreak of war is sufficient to render 
the contract-breaker liable in damages: Yzquierdo v. Clydebank 
Engineering Co. (1902, A. C. 524). Although time is not of the 
essence of the bargain in ordinary commercial contracts (Sale of 
Goods Act, 1893, section 10 (1)), and the question becomes one 
of fact as to whether or not performance has been made within a 
reasonable time (iid., s. 56), yet the tendency of the courts is to 
treat contracts of sale in which a date for delivery is fixed as 
incapable of being performed against the will of the purchaser 
after that date has elapsed : Bowes v. Shand (1877, 2 A. C. 455). 
On the whole, it must be said that very inadequate regard is paid 
by our law to the danger of strikes; and in the event of such 
industrial incidents recurring in the future with the suddenness 
of their occurrence in the last twelve months, the law will have to 
modify the rigidity of its attitude to breaches induced in this 
—e serious hardship is to be caused to the innocent 
vendor. 


The Modern Law of Contempt. 


Mr. BoTToMLeEy’s case illustrates the recent tendency of our 
courts to extend the law of contempt in somewhat unexpected 
directions. Two forms of contempt are known to the law, 
ordinary and special. The former consists in disobedience to 
an order of the court, or in breach of an undertaking given to 
it. With regard t> this form of contempt two things should be 
noted: one court can punish for ordinary contempt committed 
against another court (Cook v. C., 2 T. L. R. 10); and the 
attachment or committal of the party in contempt is really in 
the nature of a mode of civil execution : Edwards on Execution, 
p. 244. In such cases, according to the late Lord Justice 
MaTHEW in ite Davies (21 Q. B. D., at p. 236), “ Recourse 
ought not to be had to process of contempt, in aid 
of a civil remedy, when there is any other mode of 
doing justice.” It is otherwise in the case of “ special ” contempt, 
which arises where the jurisdiction, authority, or dignity of the 
court or its officers has been interfered with or is in question. 
In such cases the proceedings are quasi-criminal in their character ; 
they are a “criminal cause or matter” within the meaning of 
section 47 of the Judicature Act, 1873, from which no appeal lies 
to the Court of Appeal ; they usually take the form of a motion 
before the Divisional Court calling on the offender to shew cause 
why he should not be dealt with for contempt. But when a 
receiver or officer appointed by the Court of Chancery is interfered 
with, that court usually vindicates its own majesty without resort 
to the aid of the Divisional Court (Seton 780,'and cases there 
cited). And scandalous conduct in open court is, of course, 
usually punished by the judge in whose presence the offence 
takes place. The limits of “ special” contempt are ill-defined, 
and from time to time unexpected matters are brought 
within its scope. Thus, the unauthorized report of legal 
proceedings, when calculated to injure a party to the suit, 
ls contempt: Buenos Ayres Co. v. Wilde (29 W. R. 943). So, 
likewise, is the publication of a case heard in camerd:: Re Martin- 
dale (1894, 3 Ch. 193). So is comment on the report of the 
Official Receiver in Bankruptcy before it has been read : Le Hooley 
(79 I. T. 706). Formerly a Rule of the Supreme Court (ord. 
42, r. 2) made it contempt to use violence or abusive language 
to a person serving the process of the court, and, although this 
rule has been repealed, the common law powers of the court 
extend to punish such conduct: Brodribb v. B. (11 P. D. 66). 
And a barrister conniving at a fraud in the court was committed 
in Linwood v. Andrews (58 L. T. 612). Generally speaking, any 
attempt to interfere with the course of justice amounts to 
contempt: Le Johnson (20 Q. B. D., per Lord Esher, at pp. 71, 
72). And in a proper case a threatened contempt may either be 
punished on motion or restrained by an injunction: Coats v. 
Chadwick (1894, 1 Ch, 347.) 


Charitable Gifts for Religious Purposes. 


THE CASE of Dunne v. Byrne, recently decided by the Judicial 
Committee of the Privy Council on appeal from the High 
Court of Australia (reported elsewhere), is a noteworthy 
decision on what may or may not constitute a gift for religious 
purposes so as to be valid as a charitable gift. It would, indeed, 
be noteworthy if for no other reason than that the judgment 
was delivered by Lord MACNAGHTEN. It is twenty-one years 
now since the House of Lords decided the case of Jncome Tax 
Commissioners v. Pemsel (1891, A.C. 531), and in any case where 
the question arises whether a gift is charitable or not, the defini- 
tion or description of “ charity in its legal sense” given by Lord 
MACNAGHTEN on p. 583 is always referred to. The four 
principal divisions were there said to be: ‘ Trusts for the relief 
of poverty ; trusts for the advancement of education ; trusts for 
the advancement of religion; and trusts for other purposes 
beneficial to the community.” In the present case there was a 
bequest of residue “ to the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Brisbane 
and his successors, to be used and expended, wholly or in part, 
as such Archbishop may judge most conducive to the good of 
religion in this diocese.” The question to be decided was 
whether this was a good charitable bequest or not. The Supreme 
Court of Queensland had unanimously held it was; the High 
Cort of Australia, by a majority of three judges to two, had 
held that it was not, and the gift was declared void for uncer- 
tainty. The Judicial Committee, “not without reluctance,” 
concurred in the view taken by the Australian Appellate 
Court and dismissed the appeal, thus holding the gift to be 
void. The great divergence of judicial opinion is certainly 
remarkable, the view that the gift was a good charitable gift 
being taken by no less than’ five Australian judges. 
The extreme tenuity of the dividing line between the 
two conflicting views is indicated, not only by the 
“reluctance” with which the Judicial Committee upheld the 
High Court of Australia, but also by the close resemblance of 
the testator’s expression, “‘ conducive to the good of religion in 
this diocese,” to that employed in Lord MACNAUGHTEN’S own 
definition— “ advancement of religion ”—in Income Tax Commis- 
sioners v. Pemsel (supra). The Judicial Committee’s judgment pro- 
ceeds on the footing that the expression used by the testator is not 
identical in meaning with the expression “ for religious purposes.” 
Incidentally, some doubt was thrown, in the course of the Judicial 
Committee’s judgment, on the decision of the Cuurt of Appeal 
in Re White (1893, 2 Ch. 41), where a gift “to the following 
religious societies,” followed by a blank, was held to be a good 
charitable gift. 


Suits against Crown Office Officials. 


IN THE CASE of Pridgeon v. Mellor and Others (Times, February 
23rd), Mr. Justice PicKFoRD had to deal with a somewhat unusual 
point. The plaintiff was alleged to have in her possession property 
belonging to the Crown, and a writ of extent was issued to seize 
this property. Such a writ cannot be issued without a /iat of a 
High Court judge, obtained upon an affidavit which makes certain 
necessary allegations, one of which is the insolvency of the 
subject to whom it is issued (Annual Practice, vol. ii., part x., 
Extents). This writ was issued without such allegation, and 
therefore was subsequently set aside by Mr. Justice Bray on the 
ground of irregularity. Inthe meantime the goods of the plaintiff 
had been seized under the writ, and on this alleged technical 
trespass the plaintiff sued various officials of the Treasury whose 
duty it was to issue the writ. The question of liability turns 
entirely on whether or not the issue of the writ is a judicial or 
merely a ministerial process. If the latter, then the setting 
aside of the writ invalidates it a) initio, and all acts done in pur- 
suance of it become unauthorized. But when the issue of the 
writ is a judicial act, then the setting of it aside does not affect 
the validity of proceedings done during its operation, and such 
acts are protected : Prentice v. Harrison (4 Q. B., at p. 856). In 
the present case, the issue of the writ was discretionary, being 
made by a judge upon hearing certain affidavits ; it was, therefore, 
not ministerial, but judicial ; and, accordingly, the court held 
the alleged trespass to be justified by the existence of the 
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Criminal Appeal to the House of Lords. 

IN OUR ISSUE of the 13tia of January (ante, p. 198) we called 
attention to the decision of the Court of Criminal Appeal in Rez 
v. Acaster antl Ler vy. Leach, where, under section 4 of the 
Criminal Evidence Act, 1898, the wife of the accused husband 
was in each case held to be compellable, as well as competent, to 
give evidence against the husband. The prosecution was under 
the Punishment of Incest Act, 1908, one of the Acts scheduled 
(by subsequent enactment) in the Criminal Evidence Act, 1898. 
The observation made in our note of the 13th of January, as to 
the necessity for remembering that the degisions of the Court of 
Criminal Appeal are ‘‘not absolutely final on points of Jaw of 
public importance,” turns out to have been a pertinent one, for, 
as very shortly reported in the Zimes of February 27th—Leach 
v. Director of Public Prosecutions—the House of Lords has now 
reversed the decision of the Court of Criminal Appeal, holding 
that the wife, though competent, was not compellable to give 
evidence against her husband. ‘The words of the Act (Criminal 
Evidence Act, 1898, section 4) that had to be construed are 
“‘may be called as a witness,” and this is now held to mean 
that the wife or husband, when called as a witness, is not ‘‘ com- 
pellable ” to give evidence. The appeal to the House of Lords 
lies in virtue of the provisions of section 1 (6) of the Criminal 
Appeal Act, 1907, and the present case appears to be the second 
appeal of this kind, the first being [ex v. Ball (1911, A. C. 47), 
in which case, also, the prosecution was for an offence under 
the Punishment of Incest Act, 1908, and the question taken to 
the House of Lords concerned the admissibility of evidence. 


Solomon v. Attenborough in the Court of 
Appeal. 

A CORRESPONDENT, whose letter we print elsewhere, takes 
exception to the observations made upon the recent decision of 
the Court of Appeal in Solomon v. Altenborough in our issue of the 
10th of February (an/e, p. 264). He thinks we omitted to notice 
that the administration of the estate had ‘long since been 
completed.” It appears, however, from the report in 1911, 
2 Ch. 159, and particularly from the judgment of Mr. Justice 
JOYCE at p. 164, that, whilst it was ‘‘ probably true that long 
before this transaction of pawning in 1892, all the debts and 
liabilities of the testator had been paid or discharged,” 
yet the administration of the estate had not been completed. 
The judgment from which we have quoted proceeds: ‘As a 
matter of fact the testator’s residuary estate has 
not even now been distributed or even completely realized, and 
some proceedings are now pending with respect to the adminis 
tration of the testator’s estate.” The Court of Appeal differed 
from, and reversed, Mr. Justice Joycr, not on the ground that 
the estate had been wound up and the executors had become 
trustees, but on the ground that the executor who pawned the 
chattels did not say he was an executor. Our esteemed corre- 
spondent is, of course, quite entitled to prefer the decision of the 
Court of Appeal, and to disagree with our criticism of that 
decision ; but his letter merely states that decision, without 
advancing any new argument in support of it. 


a 
Letters as Trade-Marks. 
THE case of W.d& G. Du Cros Trade-Mark before the Court of 
Appeal (29 K. P. C. 65) is an interesting one; the question 
involved being the registration of letters as a trade-mark. Prior 
to the Trade-Marks Act, 1905, letters could only be registered 
as an old trade-mark—i.c., as having been used before August, 
1875. This privilege is preserved to them by the Act of 1905, 
but under that Act letters not so used became registrable as a 
distinctive mark, because “ mark” is defined as including (inter 
alia) a device, a letter, or any combination thereof. In the case 
under notice W. & G. Du Cros (Limited) applied to register 
W. & G. in script, with an exaggerated, but not very unusual, 
tail to the G. extending under the whole mark. They also 
applied to register W. & G. in block letters. Both applications 
were for registration in respect of motor-vehicles. The applicants 
had used the mark in the first form for three years on their motor- 
vehicles and in other ways, but had never used the second mark. 


There was some evidence adduced by the applicants as to their 
user of W. & G. in script form on their motor-cabs and trade 
documents, and as to their motor-cabs being known and called in 
London “ W. & G. cabs.” The applications came before the Comp- 
troller-General, who refused them both. The applicants appealed 
against this decision to Evg, J., who affirmed it (28 R. P. é' $13), 
The applicants then appealed to the Court of Appeal, and the 
appeal was heard before the Master of the Rolls and Lord 
Justices ! LETCHER MOULTON and FARWELL, who unanimously, 
although with some hesitation on the part of FARWELL, L.J., 
held that the first application ought to be allowed to proceed. 
FLETCHER MoUuLTON, L.J., thought that the second application 
ought to be allowed to proceed also, but the Master of the Rolls 
and Farwe .t, L.J., held that the second application should be 
refused. As the result, the application to register in script form 
will go forward in the usual way, i.¢., will be advertised and can 
then be opposed. If there is an opposition, on that opposition 
the question whether the mark should be registered will fall for 
final decision ; but if there is no opposition, or if the opposition 
is decided in favour of the applicants, registration will follow 
under section 16 of the Act. 

It will be remembered that “distinctive ” in section 9 means 
‘adapted to distinguish the goods of the proprietor of a trade 
mark from those of other persons,” and that, in determining 
whether a trade-mark is so adapted, the tribunal may, in the 
case of a trade-mark in actual use, take into consideration the 
extent to which such user has rendered such trade-mark in fact 
distinctive. In the case under notice the question arose whether 
letters used as a mark are per se distinctive, i.¢., adapted to 
distinguish. The Comptroller’s view was that primd facie letters 
are not per se adapted to distinguish, and this, too, was the view 
of Eve, J. The Court of Appeal did not adopt this, and we 
think that it could hardly have done so considering the number 
of instances in reported cases of letters having being held to distin. 
guish the goods of particular traders in the market—e.g., K.M.S. 
(26 R. P. C. 251). What the Master of the Rolls and FARWELL, 
L.J.,appear to have held is that some eombinations of letters would, 
on the view, be held distinctive and that some would not, and that 
W. & G. in’block letters fell into the latter category; but FLETCHER 
Mou ton, L.J., took the view that all combinations of letters are 
primé facie distinctive, and therefore he held that the application 
to register W. & G. in block letters ought to proceed. With 
regard to W. & G. in script, the Court of Appeal held, as we 
have etated, that the application ought to proceed, and the 
Master of the Rolls and FLercnuer Moutton, L.J., cons‘dered 
that it might be treated as a device as well as a combination of 
letters. It was argued that the registration of W. & G. would 
prevent other traders, the initials of whose firm were W. & G., 
from using their initials upon or in connection with their goods ; 
and the Master of the Rolls said that the attempt to register 
W. & G. was an illegitimate attempt to take exclusive possession 
of a part of the alphabet to the detriment of future traders who 
may hones:ly desire to put their own initials on their own goods. 
If there are any traders in esse who either do put, or desire to 
put, their own initials on their goods, it would be open to them 
to come forward and oppose registration ; but it appears to us 
that in this matter of the registration of trade-marks there is a 
too great tendency to consider future traders, and that to refuse 
registration of a trade-mark because there may, perhaps, be 
traders in the future who may wish to make use of that trade- 
mark, is carrying the protection of the public to an unjustifiable 
extent. Finally, we may say that we regret to find that, in 
carrying out the Act of 1905, there is too great stringency on the 
part of both the Patent Office and the courts, and that the way in 
which the Act is worked operates to take away much of the 
benefit which it was intended to confer on trade-mark owners. 

Another interesting point came up in the case under rotice. 
It is sometimes contended that the Comptroller has an absolute 
discretion to refuse the registration of a trade-mark, and in the 
case under notice it was urged that, as the Comptroller had refused 
to accept the applications, the court should not review the exercise 
of his discretion. It is perfectly true that no man has an absolute 
right to register a trade-mark, but his right is this, to obtain 





registration of any mark which is a registrable trade-mark under 
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the provisions of the Act of 1905—i.c., his right to registration 
is measured by the Act. The provision of the Act which gives 
the Comptroller a discretion to accept or refuse an application for 
registration is found in section 12 (2), which is as follows: 

“Subject to the provisions of this Act the Registrar may refuse 
such application or may accept it absolutely or  sub- 
ject to conditions, amendments or modifications.” Sub: 
secton (3) requires the Comptroller, in the case of a 
refusal, to state in writing, if required by the applicant, the 
grounds of his decision and the materials used by him in arriving 
at the same, and there is to be an appeal to the Board of Trade 
or to the court at the option of the applicant. The governing 
words of section 12 (2) are “subject to the provisions of this 
Act,” which clearly indicate, as it appears to us, that the Comp- 
troller’s refusal can only be based on something to be found 
within the four corners of the Act. This is also the opinion 
of FLetcHER Mou tron, L.J., who, in the case under notice, after 
stating that it was true that the registration of a trade-mark is 
not ex debito justitiw, said that this “ does not mean that the 
Comptroller has a discretion to register a trade-mark or not 
register it, according as he thinks it is a desirable form of trade- 
mark or not. Such limitations must be found in the Act if 
they are to be enforced by the Patent Office. The true doctrine 
in this respect is that enunciated by Lord Justice LINDLEY in the 


good the loss to the trust estate. Hence, unless all the 
beneficiaries are at once competent and desirous to take the land 
| in specie, the trustees can sell and make a good title to a 
purchaser, notwithstanding that he has notice of the 
breach of trust involved in the investment: Jie Jenkins 
and Randall & Co.’s Contract (1903, 2 Ch. 362). Where the 
trust instrument contaius power to invest in land it has been 
usual to insert clauses authorizing a resale; in effect these 
provide that the land purchased shall be assured to the trustees 
/upon trust for sale, and that in the meantime the rents and 
profits shall be applied in the same manner as the income of the 
| trust funds used for the purchase would have been applicable if 
| the purchase had not been made. Section 10 (1) is intended to 
‘avoid the necessity of inserting these special clauses. It applies 
to settlements within the meaning of section 63 of the Settled 
| Land Act, 1882: that is, settlements of land on trust for sale ; 
|and to other settlements of property as personal estate. Where 
such a settlement contains a power to invest in the purchase of 
‘land, the land, unless the settlement otherwise provides, is to be 
held by the trustees on trust for sale, with power to postpone the 
/sale ; and the net rents and profits until sale, after keeping down 
| costs of repairs and insurance and other outgoings, are to be paid 
| or applied in like manner as the income of investments represent- 
| ing the purchase money would be payable or applicable if a sale 


Somatose case where, in speaking of the discretion given to | had been made and the procee:is had been duly invested in 
the Comptroller, he said:—‘It would clearly justify the | personal estate. 


rejection of any trade-mark, even if it contains one of the 


statutory requisites, if such mark be of an indecent or libellous | 


This provision is restricted to settlements coming into opera- 
tion after the 31st of December, 1911. But although it will be 


character, or if it infringes the right of some other person, or if | useful as defining the powers of trustees, the necessity for it has 
it is identical with, or so similar to, one already registered as to | been taken away by recent judicial decisions. The resale of the 
be calculated to deceive. But I can find no other restriction ; | land is, it is obvious, in the nature of a change of investment, 


and if a person seeks to register a trade-mark which is open to 
none of these objections, and which does contain one of the 
essentials mentioned in section 10 of the Act of 1888, I am 
aware of no legal principle which would justify the court in | 
refusing to direct its registration’” The learned Lord Justice 
added that the law so laid down by Linpiey, I..J., had not, to 





and it can be effected under the ordinary powers of trustees. In 
Re Gent & Eason’s Contract (1905, 1 Ch. 380), a testator by his 
will authorized his trustee to invest the trust moneys in the 
purchase of land and in other specified investments, ‘‘ with full 
power to vary and transpose such securities for other securities 
of any of the descriptions hereinbefore authorized.” FARWELL, 


his knowledge, ever been doubted or differed from, and | J., held that this power of varying securities applied as much 
FarweE Lt, L.J., said that it had been generally accepted as correct. | to the investments in land as to the other investments, and that 
It would be a very good thing if the Comptroller, in exercising | it gave the trustees power to resell the purchased land. And 
bis discretion as to refusing applications to register trade-marks, | for this purpose an express power to vary investments is not 
were to confine himself strictly to the principles laid down by | required. A power to invest implies power to vary investments, 
LinDLEY, L.J., and approved by FLetcHer Mouton and | and hence, where the trust instrument contains power to invest, 


Farwet, L.JJ. A refusal to register is not so serious in 
the case of a rich company or a big firm as it is in the case of a 
small trader, who, although the registration of the trade-mark he 
has applied for may be of considerable commercial importance to 
him, yet naturally hesitates to incur tbe costs of an appeal, 
especially as, if he appeals to the court, which he probably will elect 
to do, he cannot, even if successful, have any costs awarded to 
him, and will most probably, whether successful or unsuccessful, 
have to pay the Comptroller’s costs in addition to his own. 


but no power to vary, the trustees can resell the land: Jte Pope's 
Contract (1911, 2 Ch. 442). In effect, therefore, the need for 
this clause of the Conveyancing Act, 1911, bas ceased during the 
progress of the measure through Parliament. 

As regards the duratiorf of trusts for sale, the Act makes a 
useful change. Section 10 (3) provides that where land has, 
either before or after the commencement of the Act, become 
subject to an express or implied trust for sale, such trust is, so 
far as regards the safety and protection of any purchaser there- 





under, to be deemed to be subsisting until the land has been 
conveyed to or under the direction = —— — in 
, : the proceeds of sale. It will be noticed that the clause refers to 

The Effect of the Conveyancing mace for sale, and not to powers of sale. The objects of a trust 
Act IQII | and a power are essentially different, and there is a corresponding 

. F | difference in the time during which they can be performed or 

(3) As to Trusts (continued). | exercised. A power of sale does not conveit the land into 
ie ; | personalty forthwith. It may be inserted merely to enable 

(3) Dispositions ON TrusT FOR SALE. | settled land to be sold in case a sale should become desirable, or 

SECTION 10 of the Conveyancing Act, 1911, is intended to add | it may be inserted with a view to sale and the division of the 
to the powers of trustees in regard to the sale of land, and it | proceeds among a number of persons entitled. The result is 
deals (1) with the case where trustees have properly invested in | that there is no conversion of the realty into personalty until 
land and desire to resell, and (2) with the case where trustees | the power of sale is exercised. And there is the further 
hold land on trust for sale, but, owing to lapse of time, doubts | practical distinction between a power and a trust, that the 
have arisen whether the trust is still exercisable. power of sale must be so given as to be exercisable only within 
A purchase of land by trustees may be made either under an | the limits allowed by the rule against perpetuities, while a trust 
express power contained in the trust instrument, or in breach | for sale is only subject to the 1ule in the sense that the trust 
of trust. The present statute deals only with the:former | itself must arise within these limits. Where the power is, as is 
case. Where trustees have invested trust money in breach of | frequently the case, expressly limited to be exercisable within 
trust, the beneficiaries are entitled to take the land im specie ;| the limits, no difficulty arises. And although the power is not 
but the primary duty of the trustees is to realize the land, and | so restricted, but is given in general terms, it is not necessarily 
ascertain any deficiency there may be, so that they may make | void, and the courts have supported it where an implied restric- 
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tion is placed on its duration by the terms or limitations of 
the trust instrument. ‘The courts,” said JEsseL, M.R, in 
Peters v. Lewes and East Grinstead Railway Co. (18 Ch. D., p. 433), 
“have decided that the powers, although framed in general 
terms, are limited by the nature of the limitations contained in 
the settlement or will, so that when, by reason of the expiration 
or cesser of the limitations contained in the settlement, whether 
made by will or deed, the absolute interests come into existence, 
then the power is considered to be at an end”: see Lantsbery v. 
Collier (2 K. & J. 709). But this passage only contemplates 
the case of the power being required during the continuance of 
the limited interests. It does not deal “with the case of 
the power being required in order to effect a division 
of the proceeds after a life estate or other limited 
interest has come to an end, and in such cases the 
power remains exercisable for a limited time after the absolute 
interests have matured, provided that the limits of the rule against 

erpetuities are not then exceeded, and provided that the 
Ceneflolerien being all sui juris, have not themselves elected to put 
an end to the power. This was pointed out by JEsseL, M.R., in 
the case just referred to, and it has subsequently been held to 
be a question of intention, to be gathered from the whole instru- 
ment, whether the power of sale remains exercisable after the 
absolute interests have vested in possession (/e Cotton’s Trustees 
and School Board for London, 9 Ch. D. 624 ; Re Jump, 1903, 1 Ch. 
129) ; and it will be so exercisable if the object of the power is 
the division of the proceeds among the beneficiaries: J’e Sudeley 
& Baines’ Contract (1894, 1 Ch. 334). 

The effect of these decisions is that a power of sale is in 
general exercisable within the period contemplated by the 
settlor, notwithstanding that there are persons who have become 
absolutely entitled, provided that it is exercised within the limits 
of the rule against perpetuities, and that the beneficiaries have not 
elected to put an end to the power. As regards trusts for sale, 
it is, as pointed out above, sufficient that the trust arises within 
the limits ; if this condition is satisfied, no objection to the per- 
formance of the trust on the ground of a perpetuity can be taken. 
And since the trust continues in force until all the beneficiaries 
have elected to take the property in specie, it would seem that 
a purchaser takes a good title unless he has notice of such 
election. This seems to have been recognized in Re Tweedie & 
Miles (27 Ch. D. 315), but the judgment of Pearson, J., 
suggested that where the beneficiaries had become absolutely 
entitled and were sui juris, the trust could only be exercised 
within a reasonable time. Consequently, purchasers have not 
been safe in accepting a title from the trustees where the bene- 
ficiaries have allowed the property to remain with the trustees 
for a number of years. The present provision of the Con- 
veyancing Act, 1911, removes this difficulty, and preserves the 
trustees’ right to sell until there has been an oteal conveyance 
to or under the direction of the beneficiaries. 








Reviews. 


Gaming, Betting, and Lotteries. 


Tae Law recatine to Gamine, Berrinc AND Lorrertes. | 

F. Ernest Ocrury, Solicitor. Effingham Wilson. 

This book does not pretend to be an elaborate treatise for the benefit 
of lawyers ; it is intended to aid the man in the street to arrive at an 
understanding of the legal position in which a devotion to the specula- 
tive side of sport is calculated to place him. The book opens with 
twenty-two pages in which the Gaming statutes are set out at length ; 
these comprise the Gaming Acts of 1835, 1845, and 1892, the Art 
Unions Act, 1846 (a little-known enactment which legalizes the dis- 
tribution of works of art among members of an art club by the 
machinery of a lottery), the Betting Acts of 1853 and 1874, the Gaming 
Houses Act of 1854, the Racecourses Licensing Act, 1879, the Betting 
and Loans (Infants’) Act, 1892, and section 8 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883 (this section relates to the suspension of a bankrupt’s discharge 
when he has contributed to his bankruptcy by hazardous speculation). 
This is followed by a series of chapters which deal—each in some 
half-dozen pages—with Gaming and Wagering, Fresh Consideration, 
Betting and Gaming Houses, Stakes and Stakeholders, Lotteries, 
Securities given for Bets, Stock Exchange Gambling, Life Insurance, 
Street Betting, and one or two subjects of a kindred nature. The most 
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interesting chapter is that on “fresh consideration,” which explains 
the refined technicalities by which a contract avoided by the Legisla- 
lature can be made operative and enforceable by the ingenious 
device of threatening to sue or post the defendant, and withdrawing 
the suit upon his promise to pay a sum equal to the amount of the 
bet. Lord Romilly’s judgment in Bub) v. Yelverton (1870, L. R. 9 Eq. 
471), the fons et origo of this doctrine—is fully and correctly 
explained, and the more recent cases are noted 





Criminal Law. 


Tae ELEMENts oF CrimtNAL Law Anp ProcepureE. ADAPTED For 
THE Use or Stupents. By A. M. Wissnere, M.A., LL.B., 
Barrister-at-Law. Srconp Epirion. Sweet & Maxwell. 

This is a student’s guide to our criminal law, and itis a good 
guide. Though nominally a second edition, it has been entirely 
re-written and considerably enlarged. One of the most novel and 
interesting features of the work is the attempt which the author has 
conscientiously made to give the judicial definition of each crime 
whenever one can be found in a leading case ; no doubt, here, great 
assistance has been derived from the late Mr. Stroud’s Judicial 
Dictionary. Indeed, aJl through the book statements of law are, 
whenever practicable, given at first hand within inverted commas, in 
the language of the judge who laid them down. The arrangement of 
the oa is methodical and exact ; indeed, the careful subdivision into 
categories and sub-categories is apt to grow just a trifle monotonous, 
but it is well adapted to assist the student. There are useful 
chapters on such difficult subjects as Indictment, Appeal, Evidence 
and Summary Jurisdiction. In the Appendix there appears a note on 
the Director of Public Prosecutions ; another upon Extradition, and 
another on the Official Secrets Act, 1911. The index is not quite 
so full as it might have been, but then a student ought not to 
require an index at all—he should read his text-book through from 
cover to cover, and make his own index of useful points. Any student 
who treats Mr. Wilshere’s little book in this way will find in it all 
that he can require for the purposes of any ordinary legal examina- 
tion. 





Books of the Week. 


Patent Law.—tTreatise on the Law and Practice relating to 
Letters Patent for Inventions, with an Appendix of Statytes, Inter- 
national Convention Rules, Forms and Precedents, Orders, kc. — By 
Ropert Frost, B.Sc. (Lond.), Barrister-at Law. In Two Vols. 
Fourth Edition. Stevens & Haynes. 

Yearly Digest.—Butterworth’s Yearly Digest of Reported Cases 
for the Year 1911. Jeing the Fourth Yearly Supplement of 
Butterworth’s Ten Years’ Digest, and containing the Cases decided 
in the Supreme and other Courts, including a copious selection of 
Reported Cases decided in the Irish and Scottish Courts ; with Lists 
of Cases Digested, Overruled, Considered, &c., and of Statutes, 
Orders, Rules, &c, referred to. Edited by Harry Cuover, 
Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 

Company Law.—A.B.U. Guide to Company Law and Practice, 
giving Information, in Alphabetical Order, on the Points most 
frequently arising with reference to the Administration of Companies 
and the Legal Requirements relating thereto. By Herpert W. 
JorDan, Company Registration Agent. Tenth Edition, Jordan & 


Sons (Limited). 








Correspondence. 


The Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1908. 
(To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Report.) 

Sir,—I do not know whether you have considered the report of the 
case of London Furnishing Co. v. Solomon, which appears in the 
Times of the 23rd inst. ? 

The Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1908, has certainly abridged 
a landlord’s rights very considerably, but I hope not to the extent 
which Darling and Bucknill, JJ., have decided. ; 

Section 4 (1) says that the Act shall not apply to goods belonging 
to the husband or wife of a tenant whose rent is in arrear, nor to 
goods comprised in any bill of sale, hire-purchase agreement or settle- 
ment made by such tenant, nor to goods in the possession, order or 
disposition of such tenant by the consent and permission of the true 
owner under such circumstances that such tenant is the reputed 
owner thereof. 

In the case cited the hirer had agreed to regularly and punctually 
may the rent, &e., of the house in which the hired furniture shoul 
= for the time being, and to keep such furniture free from all legal 
process, and the agreement also provided that if the hirer did not 

rform that agreement, the owners might retake possession of the 
urniture let. 
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When the hirer got in arrear, the owners of the furniture wrote on 
the 12th of September, stating that they had decided to terminate 
the agreement by reason of her non-compliance with her agreement, 
and sent for the goods, which the landlord refused to deliver, on the | 
ground that rent was owing. 

On this the declaration, under section 1 of the Act of 1908, was 
served claiming the goods, but notwithstanding. such declaration, 
the defendant landlord levied a distress. = 

Darling and Bucknill, JJ., have held that when the plaintiffs put 
an end to the hire-purchase agreement by notice, from that moment 
the hirer (tenant) had no interest in the goods at all, and that the 
landlord’s right of distress was gone. This seems to be in the teeth of 
section 4 (1), and it would be easy to devise a hire-purchase agree- | 
ment by which the hirer was immediately in default,—e.g., by provid 
ing that the hirer should always keep the hired goods on premises the 
rent of which he had paid in advance. 

It also seems that section 4 was directly intended against the mis- 
chief of hire and sale agreements being used to defeat a landlord, 
which the judgment cited seems to authorize, and that a tenant can 
now get into occupation of premises of which he cannot pay the rent; 
hire the requisite furniture, and the landlord will have to whistle 
for any remedy. 

{ hope that the case may be appealed against. 

E. T. HARGRAVES. 


52, Coleman-street, E.C., Feb. 26. 


[We hope to consider the decision hereafter.—En. S./.] 





Solomon rv. Attenborough. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and We ekly Reporter.) 

Sir,— With reference toyour remarks on the case of Solomon v. Atten- 
borough (A911, 2 Ch. 159) in your number of the 10th of February, do 
you not overlook the crucial fact that, in that case, at the time of 
the pledge being effected, the administration of the estate of which 
the ee was one of the executors and trustees had (as shewn by 
production of the residuary account) long since been completed, and 
the only title that the pledgor had to the articles in question was as 
one of several trustees? Thus in purporting to pledge the articles 
at all, he was acting wrongfully, and might, if detected, have been 
restrained by injunction. 

Whether or not, owing to the peculiar protection which, for public 
policy, the law gives to a purchaser of property from an executor 
acting as such, the pledgor might, hy stating that he was an executor 
and producing the probate, have given a good title to the innocent 
pledgee, notwithstanding that his action would still have been 
wrongful, is another matter. As, however, it was obvious that he 
had no right to pledge as a private individual, and that, except by 
invoking the peculiar protection referred to above, the pledgee could 
not hope to get any real title, there seems little to find fault with 
in the judgment of the Court of Appeal. S. 

Lincoln’s-inn, Feb. 15. 


[See observations under head of “ Current Topics.”—Ep. S../.] 





“ Our good deeds live after us.” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter] 

Sir,—During his life the late Sir George Lewis was a devoted 
friend to the United Law Clerks’ Society ; he was one of iis trustees, 
attended many of its festivals, gave donations amounting to nearly | 
£1,000, and by his will left the society a legacy of £100. 

Permit me to point out that the United Law Clerks’ Society is 
sadly in need of legacies in order to enlarge the area of its usefulness. 

The society was established some eighty years ago by a few 
managing clerks in order to inculeate habits of thriftiness in law 
clerks, and during its long and beneficent career it has distributed | 
about £200,000 to members and non-members. 

Curiously enough, nearly one-half of the total amount received 
from legacies has resulted from the estates of ladies—the largest 
legacy from a Miss Woodward, of £1,800. 

Since the late Lord Herschell, when advocating the claims of the 
society, suggested that “there might be, and ought to be, many more 
legacies,” many wealthy lawyers have died, but, as far as I am aware, 
the only legacies to the society from great lawyers have been £100 
from the late Sir John Hollams and £100 from the late Sir George 
Lewis. Firty Years A LAWYER’s CLERK. 

Feb. 22. 








Mr. E. E. Blyth, B.A., LL.D., solicitor, who has been elected the 
first Lord Mayor of Norwich, has been presented with his portrait by 
Mr. Orpen, A.R.A., in recognition of his services to the municipality. 
The portrait is to be hung in St. Andrew’s Hall. Dr. Blyth was 
admitted in 1878, and is the hon. secretary of the Norfolk and Norwich 
Incorporated Law Society. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords, 


TAYLOR v, LONDON AND NORTH-WESTERN RAILWAY CO, 
3rd and 6th Nov. ; 19th Feb. 

- MAsTeR AND SERVANT—WORKMEN’S CoMPENSATION—ANY WEEKLY Pay- 
MENT MAY BE REVIEWED—AGREEMENT OF WEEKLY PAYMENT—AWARD 
FINALLY TERMINATING AGREEMENT—POWER OF ARBITRATOR TO TER- 
MINATE AGREEMENT : AND WEEKLY PAYMENT—WORKMEN’S COMPENSA- 
TION Act, 1906, Scup. 1, 16. 


An appeal by a workman raised the question whether, when in 
exercise of the qurisdiction conferred by Rute 16 of Schedule 1 attached 
to the Workmen's Compensation Act, 1906, the county court judge, as 
arbitrator, orders that the weekly sums payable to a workman, whether 
under an award or registered agrecment, by way of compensation for 
incapacity caused by accidental injury, should be ‘ended,’ he is 
bound to make this order merely suspensory, no matter how convinced 
he may be that the incapacity will never recur, or how overwhelming 
may be the evidence leading him to that conclusion. 

Held, that as a judge had power to make an order that payments 
should finally stop, he, by such an order, in effect terminated the 
agreement, 

Therefore, although strictly the judgment was technically wrong 
in form, there was nothing which took it outside the decision in 
Nicholson v. Piper (51 Soricrrors’ Journnax, 569; 1907, A. C. 215), and 
the appeal faile d. 

Decision of Court of Appeal (4 B. W. @. C. 11) affirmed. 

Appea! by the workman from an order of the Court of Appeal 
affirming an award of his Honour Judge Bacon, at the Bloomsbury 
County Court (reported 4 B. W. C. C. 11). ‘The appellant was a 
brakesman in the respondent company’s employment, and while at 
work for them met with an accident for which liability was admitted 
by the company and full weekly compensation paid. He soon returned 
to work at his old wages, and the compensation ceased. Some time 
later he fell ill, and, attributing his illnees to the injury, applied to 
register a memorandum of the original agreement to pay him com- 
pensation. The employers objected, on the ground that the man had 
fully recovered at the time that he went back to work, and therefore 
the agreement ought not to be registered, because that would give him 
a right to claim compensation if he became ill at any time again, pro- 
vided that such illness were attributable to the accident. The county 
court judge, however, registered the agreement, and the employers 
thereupon applied to have the liability to pay reviewed. The judge, 
on thit application, made an order terminating the liability, as in his 
opinion the illnees that the man was then suffering from had nothing to 
do with the accident, from the effects of which, he found, he had 
entirely recovered. Counsel for the workman then raised the point that 
under section 1 of the Act the master was made liable to pay an 
injured workman compensation for accident so long as the incapacity 
to work continued, and subsequently to make up any difference in 
earnings if the man so far recovered as to do light work at some smaller 
rate of wages; and if at any time after recovery the incapacity 
returned, the master’s liability was to revive. It was argued vhat the 
order proposed to be made by the judge ought to be limited to the 
cessation of paying weekly cgmpensation, leaving the liability to con- 
tinue should incapacity to work return or an order made for payment 
of 1d. per week, so as to keep his rights alive. ; 

Lord Loresurn, C., in giving judgment, said: I agree with Lord 
Atkinson that in this case the order made by the county court judge 
is technically erroneous, because his jurisdiction was merely to say 
that the weekly payments should be ‘‘ ended, diminished, or increased, ’ 
whereas he has ordered that the agreement be terminated. It is 
obviou', however, that, according to the decision of this House in 
Nicholsor vy. Piper, decided in 1907, the county court judge might have 
in effect terminated the agreement finally by making an erder that the 
weekly payment should be ended. He meant to end the payment, but 
put the judgment in the wrong form. We are bound by the decision 
in Nicholson v. Piper. It is there settled that when a county court 
judge ie satisfied that the incapacity resulting from an_ injury has 
finally dicappeared he can so adjudge, and thereby finally end the 
weekly payment beyond revival. This may be attended with hardship 
if in any case the incapacity should in fact return, contrary to the 
anticipetion of the county court judge. Under section 1 (b) of the 
first schedule the weekly payment is to be “‘ during the incapacity, 
and it might possibly happen that a man entitled under the Act would 
find himself barred by an order to end the weekly payment made under 
an erroneous expectation. I do not think there is anything in the 
decision of Nicholson v. Piper which prevents the county court judge 
from adjudging that the weekly payment be suspended until further 
order. The same result is, we are told, attained by a practice of 
ordering a merely nominal payment in order to keep the question alive. 
In my view either of these methods may be lawfully adopted; an 
ending of payment may be either temporary or permanent. It seems 
hardly worth while to refer this case tack to the county court judge 
in order that he may put his decision in strict form, because there is 
no doubt about the substance of his decision. But if the appellant 
desires it, I think this ought to be done. It ought not, however, to 
affect the costs, being merely a formal point. 

Lords Arkinson, Mersey, and Saw gave judgment to the same 
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effect The appeal was accordingly dismissed with costs.—Counsr! 
Ne nkey, K.C., and Edmond Browne; 7'. Mordaunt Snagge. SOLICITOR 
Pattinson & Brewer; C. de J. Andrewes 


[Reported by Ersatye Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Judicial Committee of the Privy 


Council. 
DUNNE v. BRYNE. 22nd Feb 


Cuarity—Girr To Roman Carnoric ARCHBISHOP lo spe Usep Anp 
ExPENDED WHOLLY OR IN Parr as sucn ArcuBisHop May JuDGE 
Most Conpucive Tro THE Goop or Rei ION YIN rHis Diocese ’ 
Werner Goop as A CHARITABLE Bequest. 


1 Roman Catholic clerayn 
of the residuc of j estate i the 


an in charge of a mi mn di po ed by will 
following words: ** / will and be 
hould be handed to the 


queath i that the 7 lu f my este te 
Roman Catholic Archl hop of Brisbane and his successor to be used 
and expe nded wholly or in part ¢ uch Archhish p may judge most 
conducive to the qo of religion in this di : 

Held, that the bequest invalid, 

Appeal by the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Brishow Dr. Duin 


and the Rev. Father Denis Fouhy from a judgment of the High Court 
of Australia varying a decision of the Supreme Court of Queensland. 
The arguments were heard before a Board consisting of Lords Mac 


naghten, Shaw, Mer ind Robson 

Lord Macnaqurt delivered the judgement, said the question 
\“ hether tl testat be juest of th residue of his estate was a 
y d charitable beque i is ued for the appellants that it was, 
because accordi to the authorities a gift to a Roman Catholie Arch 


bishop and his successors, simply had been held to be a charitable gift 
and there was to be found in this will an overwhelming charitable 
intention sufficient to supply the lack of certainty—if lack of certainty 
there was—in the declared object of the bequest. Their lordships, 
following He Davidson (1909, 1 Ch. 567), rejected that argument 
For the respondent it was contended that even if the trust declared 
it was invalid, because the word. 
much of the subject matter 


was a charitable trust, nevertheles 
** wholly or in part left it uncertain hov 
of the gift was impressed with the trust Their lordships did not 
share that difficulty, because the expression the fund was to be ‘‘ used 

implied that the capital was to be kept intact, and (if the trustees 
thought fit) ‘‘ expended in whole or in part in promoting the object 
of the trust But the real difficulty in the case was this: The fund 
was to be applied in such manner as the ‘“‘ Archbishop may judge most 
conducive to the good of religion’’ in his diocese. It could not be 


disputed that a thing might be conducive ’’ and in particular circum 


stances most conducive to the good of religion in a particular 
diocese or in a parti ular district without be ing charitable in the sense 
which the court attached to the word, and, indeed, without being in 
itself in any sense religious: ¢ ke v. Manners (L.R 12 Eq. 574) 

see also Baker v. Sutton (1 Keen, 224, 233) and James \ Idlen (3 Mer 
17 It was said This is a gift for rel us purposes, and tl 

court has held over and over again that a gift for religiou purposes 
is a good charitabl it That was true But the ai swer Wa 
‘** This is not in terms a gift for religious purposes, nor are the words 
synonymous with that expression lheir lordships agreed with tl 

opinion of the Chief Justice that the expression used by this testator 
was wider and more definite than was the bequest in James \ i/len 


and on this part of the case lee White (1893 2CI 11) was referred to 
In the present case their lordships thought that they were not bound to 
treat the expression used by the testator as identical with the expres 
sion ‘‘for religious purposes,’’ and therefore, not without reluctance. 
they were « mpelled to concur in tl conclus apy tiled from The 


lordships accordingly would humbly advise t) the appeal be dis 
missed, but having regard to the great diverge of judicial opinion 
expre ed, and the fact that the difficul is ¢ isioned by the 
testator himeelf, that the eosts of both part hetween solicitor and 
client ouuht to be pa lout of the estate lo hI Ruchma ler, KA 
and J. f Gilbrath tor the appellants dhe u Ka I’. | 
Wheel me .2. Fi for the respond LICITOR i! y 
Co J rinder, ¢ y d: ¢ 
(Report by Enrsk1 I Bart it-La 


Court of Appeal. 


REX v. HATHERTON AND HARDY, JUSTICES OF THE COUNTY 
OF STAFFORD. Ex parte ORMSKIRK UNION, No. 1. 13th 
and 15th Feb. 

Poor Law—Pavuper Lunatic—Setreement ApMItrep WITHOUT ForRMAI 
INQUIRY—GENERAL Expenses OF MAINTENANCE PAID TO UNION WHERE 
PAUPER WAS ORIGINALLY Pracep SUBSEQUENT CLAIM BY THAT UNION 
FOR Extra Expensrs—Orper or Justices—Lunacy Act, 1890. ss 
286 To 289. 

A pauper lunatic was sent to the We t Bromwich Union pe nding th 
adjudication of her settlement ifter three years, an aareement was come 
to between the Ormekirlh Guardians and the West Bromwich Guardian 
by which the former became re } sible for the lunatic’ 
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n the ground that the lunatic was settled in Ormskirk. The Orms 
kirk Union paid the whole of the general expenses then claimed 
Later the West Bromwich Union said that they had in respect of the 
ame lunatic incurred special expenses by reason of the woman's state 
f health, and they demanded a further payment of about £33. Th 
justices made an order that the Ormskirk Union should pay this balance 
to the West Bromwich Union. 

Held, that although there had been no adjudication of settlement “ in 
wcordance with the provisions of this Act,” nevertheless at the dat 
»f the order the Ormskirk Guardians came within the words of section 
287, ‘‘ the union to which the lumatic is chargeable,” and therefore the 
order of justices made under section 286 was properly made. 

The rule nisi for a certiorari to quash the order of the justices was 
accordingly discharged. 

The committee of visitors of the Burntwood Asylum, on behalf of the 
Stafford County Council, had obtained an order of justices directing 
the guardians of the Ormskirk Union to pay them a certain sum claimed 
is the balance of expenses incurred in the maintenance of a pauper 
lunatic. The Ormskirk Union thereupon applied to the Divisional 

urt for a rule nisi for a certiorari to quash the order. The Divisional 
Court refused to grant a rule, but on appeal to this court a rule nisi 
vas granted Tl rule now came on for argument. In September, 


1908, a pauper lunatic named Isabella Brior was detained consecutively 

the asylums of Hanworth, West Bromwich, Burntwood and Ched 
dleton, in which latter union she remained down to the 24th of Augutt, 
1911 During the whole of that period no steps were taken to fix the 
pauper’s settlement, nor was an order made upon the West Bromwich 
({uardians for the payment of ths expenses of maintenance. The 

udians paid in respect of such expenses for the whole of that period 
1 sum of £57, being made up of weekly sums at the varying rate of 
10s. 6d. and 10s. 2)d. In July, 1911, the West Bromwich Union first 
isked the Ormskirk Union to become responsible for the lunatic’s ex 
penses on the ground that the lunatic was settled in Ormskirk. That 
Union considered the question of the woman’s settlement and came to 
the conclusion that she had a settlement in that union, and they agreed, 
vithout any formal inquiry, to accept liability as from the 4th of 
\ugust, 1911. They also paid the expenses incurred by the West 
jromwich guardians on account of the lunatic for a year past. These 

penses paid in respect of the patient in the Burntwood Asylum 
mounted to about £5. On the 23rd of September, 1911, the Committes 
f Visitors of the Burntwood Ayslum applied to two justices for the 
irder, of which the Ormskirk Union complained. The visitors alleged 
hat the proper charge for the lunatic whilst in the asylum, owing 
to the special treatment her mental cendition called for, was not 10s. 6d. 
1 week, but was 16s. 6d. a week. There was on that basis a balance 
f some £33 due to them, and they asked that the justices would 
rrder that the Ormskirk Union should pay them this difference. When 
the rule was applied for the main contention on behalf of the guardians 
was that such an order could not be made under section 287, but could 
mly be made on the union from which the pauper was sent—West 
Bromwich—and that the liability of the expenses of the Ormskirk 
suardians, as the union of settlement, was limited to the expenses 
specified in section 289. Arguments having been heard as to whether 
the rule should be made absolute or discharged, in the course of which, 
le, counsel referred to Heg. v. Bruce (1892, 2 K.B 
Ka parte Edmonton Union (60 J.P. 


in support of the rt 
136) and Reg. v. London Justices 
156), 

Tur Court (Vavcuan Wriittams, Farwetr and Kennepy, L.JJ.) dis 
harged the rule, on the ground that at the date of the order made by 
he justic es, the Ormskirk guardians came within the words of section 
287 of the Lunacy Act, 1890, ‘‘ the union to which the lunatic is charg 
ible,’ and therefore the order sought to be discharged had properly 
been made CounseL, Disturnal shewed cause; Sydney Davey contri 
Soticirors, Rawle, Johnstone, d& Co.; Few & Co., for Eustace J 
Stafford. 

[Reported by Erskine Retv, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Rte ATKINSON AND HORSELL’S CONTRACT AND /’c THE VENDOR 
AND PURCHASER ACT, 1874. No. 2. 22nd Feb. 

VENDoR AND PurRcHAsER—ContTRACT—TiITLE OrreRED NOT SUBSTAN 
riaarep, Bur ANorueR Goopv Trttek SHrwN—Posskssory AND STA‘ 
rorny Trris 
1 title which ad pe nds on the Statute of Limitations, and shews 1 

documents that the claim of the rightful owner is effectually barred 
ag 1 title, which can b forced ona purcha er, although there 1 
th » in the «¢ litions to shew that the title is in fact possessory 


h vas an appeal from a decisi of Swinfen Eady, J. (report 
] l f lecision of § fen Eady, J. ( l 
nte, p. 73), on a vendor and purchaser summons taken out by a pur 


haser asking to have it determined that the vendor had not shewn 
1 good title to the property agreed to be purchased by him, and to 
have his deposit returned. By a contract in writing, dated the 28th 
of February, 1911, the vendor agreed to sell, and the purchaser to pur 
chase, certain freehold land at Chertsey. The deposit paid was £500, 
ind the purchase was to be completed on the lst of May, 1911. The 
itle was to commence with a general devise contained in the will of 


t 

George Cathrow, who died in 1842, and the purchaser was to assume 
the seisin of the testator, and that the property passed by the 
devise. On the paper title it appeared that the property had, in fact, 


passed under the will of James Cathrow in 1874 to his wife, Mrs 
M. A. F. Cathrow. The property had, however, been claimed by Lady 
Colquhoun, as heiress of George Cathrow, and in 1874 she had obtained 
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the ‘title deeds from James Cathrow’s widow and deviser, and entered 
into possession. Lady Colquhoun was in uninterrupted possession of 
the property till her death in 1902, and through her the title was 
traced to the vendor. Swinfen Eady, J., held that the purchaser 
would obtain a good title, and could be compelled to accept it. The 
purchaser appealed. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Bucktey, L.J., Frurrcuer 
Moutton, L..J., dissentiente) dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—We have had a great deal of discussion about 
the effect of the Statute of Limitations. My present view is that when 
ever you find a person in possession of property, that possession 
is primd-facie evidence of ownership, and that primd-facie evidence 
becomes absolute when once you have extinguished the right of every 
other person to challenge the ownership. That is the effect of 
section 34 of the Real Property Limitations Act, 1833, and it explains 
how a possessory owner acquires the legal estate. The right of every 
other person is extinct. In the present case the property was sold 
under conditions of sale. There is no suggestion of any sharp prac 
tice on the part of the vendor, but it is said that, although the vendor 
has a good title, it is not the title which the purchaser bargains for 
and is entitled to require because one link depends upon the interven 
Suppose that the abstract had contained a statement 
that Lady Colquhoun had been in possession since 1874. Would not 
that be a title which could be enforced under the contract? I think 
that it could. It begins as stipulated, it shews facts which would estab 


ing possession. 


shew that the person who was ousted was under no disability, and that, 
therefore, there is no risk of the possessory title being challenged. 
Why must you presuppose a title going through the documents with 
out the intervention of the Statute of Limitations? I know of ro 
authority to justify that contention, and I think that it is inconsistent 
with Games v. Bonnor (33 W. R. 64), which was a very strong case. 
I think that the decision of Swinfen Eady, J., was perfectly right in 
the present case, and I think that his decision in Re Baker and 
Selmar’s Contract (1907, 1 Ch. 238) was also perfectly right. The 
appeal fails and must be dismissed. 

Fietcuer Moutton, L..J., dissented. His lordship said that it had 
been admitted by counsel for the respondents that the condition would 
not have been framed in the way that it was if the true state of the 
title had been known. That meant that a person reading the condi- 
tion would not understand that the title to be given was a possessory 
title. That being so, his lordship thought that the title was not in 
accordance with the condition. 

Bucktey, L.J., delivered judgment agreeing with Cozens-Hardy, 
M.R., and dismissing the appeal.--Counser, /Jon. FE. C. Macnaghten, 
K.C., and A. Guest Mathews; Micklem, K.C., and Dighton Pollock. 
Soticitors, Durham, Carter, & Durham; Beaumont, Son, & Rigden 
for Paine, PBrettell, d&: Porter, Chertsey. 

[Reported by J. I. Srintine, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re JAMES WILLIAMS, Deceased. WILLIAMS ». WILLIAMS AND 
OTHERS. Swinfen Fady, J. 5th and 10th Feb. 


Costs—Priorities—CrLausrk IN Witt Proviptna ror Costs or Litt- 
GATION—INAPPLICABLE TO LiticaTion Causep By Witrunt Deravrt or 
TRUSTEES. 

The ordinary clause in a will entitling trustees to pay first out of 
the trust funds the costs of all parties to proceedings for the admin- 
istration of the trusts by the court has no application where the action 
is based on the wilful default of the trustees, and the trustees may 
accordingly be ordered by the court io pay all the costs in such cir 
cumstances. 

This was an action by some beneficiaries under a will against 
executors and trustees for administration with accounts and inquiries 
on the footing of wilful default. By his will, dated the 17th of June, 
1886. the testator devised and bequeathed his real and personal estate 
to his executors and trustees upon trust for sale and conversion, with 
the usual power of postponement. The testator made various pro- 
visions in favour of his children, grandchildren or reputed grand- 
children, under which some of the plaintiffs were entitled to life 
annuities and others had long since become entitled to sums of capital. 
Clause 13 of the will was as follows :—‘‘T declare that in case anv 
action or other proceedings for the administration of my estate shall 
be commenced in the High Court of Justice in the name of any son 
or daughter, or grandchild or reputed grandchild of mine, of full 
age as plaintiff or plaintiffs. then my trustees shall thenceforth stand 
possessed of all moneys which such plaintiff or plaintiffs would have 
otherwise been entitled to under this my will in trust, to pay thereout 
in the first place the costs as between solicitor and client of all parties 
to and having liberty to attend such action or proceedings, and that 
this present trust shall have priority over all trusts herein declared 
in favour of such plaintiff.”” The testator died on the 9th day of 
July, 1886. On the 14th of December, 1910. the estate being 
unrealized, the plaintiffs brought this action. alleging (inter alia) that 
the trustees had been guilty of wilful default in delaying the realiza 
tion of the estate, and that, although they hed received larce sums of 
capital and income for which they had not accounted, the capital 


| sums long since due to some of the plaintiffs were still unpaid, and 


the annuities and the interest on those capital sums were in arrear. 
The defendant, Henry Wallington, who did not admit assets, 
was only sued in his representative capacity, and no personal 
relief was asked against -him. He put in no defence. The 
estate of William Henry Wallington was, in fact, being 
administered in another action. Shortly after the case was opened 
the defendants submitted to judgment for administration with 
accounts and inquiries on the footing of wilful default, leaving 
all specific questions to be dealt with on the further consideration 


| when the facts were fully ascertained, and the same judgment went 





against Henry Wallington in his representative capacity in default of 
defence. The plaintiffs then asked that the defendant trustees should 
pay the costs up to and including the hearing. The defendant trus- 
tees contended that any such order was precluded by clause 13 of the 
will. 

Swinren Eapy, J., said: At this stage of the proceedings there is 
nothing in clause 13 to prevent my ordering the defendant trustees 
to pay the costs up to and including the hearing. At the present 
moment [ do not know how the estate will work out, or that any money 
that the defendant trustees may be ordered to pay will be forth- 
coming. The question whether there is any trust to recoup these costs 
under clause 13 will only arise on the further consideration, when I 
come to consider the trusts under which the plaintiffs’ shares are 
held ; so that, even if the plaintiffs are wrong in their contention that 
clause 13 has no application to an action of this nature, there is ample 
jurisdiction to make the order at this stage. But I do not rest my 
judgment on that ground alone. I am quite satisfied that clause 13 
does not apply to an action the gist of which is wilful default. In 
Powell v. Morgan (1888, 2 Vernon 90), and Adams v. Adams (1892, 
1 Ch. 369, 377), it is pointed out that such a clause does not apply 
where there is probabilis causa litigandi. So in the present case, where 
capital moneys have been withheld for years and the trustees hava 
been guilty of wilful default, and the cestuis que trust have been 
driven to take proceedings to enforce their rights, the clause is clearly 
inapplicable. Again, the clause, if applicable, would be repugnant to 
the gift. The testator in effect would say: ‘‘I give you certain 
shares of property, but if you resort to any administration proceed- 
ings to secure their enjoyment I give so much of those shares as 1s 
necessary to pay the costs of those proceedings to someone else.” 
This would clearly be repugnant: Rhodes v. Muswell Hill Land Co. 
(1861, 29 Beav. 560, 563). The defendant trustees must therefore 
pay the costs up tc and including the hearing.—Counsrt, Micklem, 
K.C., and Tomlin; The Hon. Frank Russell, K.C., and 8. R. Earle: 
irthur Sims; I. F. Potts. Sortcrrors, A. FE. Burton; Wilson and 
Son; BE. H. Tucker; Ford, Lloyd, and Co. 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re MOSLEY’S SETTLED ESTATES. Re THE SETTLED LAND 
ACTS. Neville, J. 20th ard 2lst Feb. 


Costs—Sertitep Estate—Capita, Monry—Payments Out or—PEetItTIon 
TO THE EccrestasticaL Courts ror A Facutty—CompRomtisE OF Pett- 
TION—PROCFEDINGS FOR THE PROTECTION OF THE EstTaTE—Costs oF 
TENANT FOR Lire PERMITTED TO BE Patp Our oF THE PROCEEDS OF SALE 
or Part or THE Estate—Setriep Lanp Act, 1882, s. 36. 

The costs of the petitioner and the fees and expenses of the Chancellor 
of the Diocese of a petition for a new faculty made to the Ecclesiastical 
Courts by the Lord of the Manor, which petition alleged a lost faculty, 
and also that the lord had exercised certain privileges of seating accom- 
modation and burial in the south aisle of his parish church since the 
year 1740, and which was compromised, the lord being granted certain 
rights of seating, and of burial, and of erecting memorial tablets in 
such aisve were held to be costs for the protection of the settled land 
within the meaning of section 36 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, and 
accordingly the court could order such costs to be paid out of capital 
moneys. 

As to the costs of the vicar on such a petition, quere. 

This was a summons by Sir Oswald Mosley, Bart., to have it deter- 
mined how the costs of certain improvements and litigation in connection 
with his settled estates at Rolleston Hall should be borne. The real 
point to be decided was how a certain sum of £600 and upwards which 
was described as the costs of the plaintiff and the fees and expenses of 
the Chancellor of the Diocese incurred in connection with a petition 
which Sir Oswald instituted for a faculty from the Ecclesiastical Courts 
with regard to certain privileges which he, as tenant for life of 
Rolleston Hall. claimed to have in the Rolleston Parish Church. 
These claims had been challenged, and, accordingly, Sir Oswald 
launched his petition. They included the right to certain seats and 
the right of sepulture and the right of erecting monuments in the south 
aisle of such church. Sir Oswald pleaded a lost faculty, and alleged 
that his family had exercised these rights without let or hindrance since 
the vear 1740, and probably for many years previous to that date. 
He also alleged that there were many monuments of his family in the 
said south aisle, and his family had always claimed the right to put 
them there. The petition was compromised, and by the compromise 
certain rights akin to those alleged were granted to Sir Oswald and 
his successors, the owners of Rolleston Hall. The question was whether 
these costs came within section 36 of the Settled Land Act, 1882. 
Counsel contended that this was not a grant of new rights, but a 
confirmation of old rights which had heer challenged, and referred ta 
Halliday v. Phillips and Others (1889, 23 Q. B. D. 48). This action of 
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Sir Oswald was clearly for the benefit of the remaindermen. It was a 
proceeding for the protection of the estate. Re Farl de la Warr’s 
Estates (1881, 16 Ch. D. 587). On the general question he referred to 
Re Tucker's Settled Estates (1895, 2 Ch. 469) and Re Leveson-Gower’ 
Settled Estates (1905, 2 Ch. 95) 

Nevitte, J I am of opinion that these costs ought to be allowed—I 
think they come within the section It is clear that what Sir Osw ild 
Mosley did will be a benefit to the settled estate, but T think that these 
costs should he taxed if the trustees think it desirable CouNsrI 
Jenkine, K.C., and Sargant; 7 7. Vethold Vaughan, for Perey 
Wheeler: Terael: Kirhy SOLICTTORS Olives Pichards, & Parker; 
Kirby, Villett a lyscough ; Vackrell d&& Co tor Wraaqe & 
Birmingham 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


. 
ATTORNEY-GENERAL SHEFFIELD CORPORATION. 
Eve, J. 23rd Feb 
Svepry of 
ELectTri 


ELECTRICITY—SALF OF 


Liantina Acts, 1882 


LIGHTIN¢ 
Urtra Vir 


ELectri 
FIrtine 


CORPORATION 
ELectrii 
AND 1888 
A corporation who have obtained powers to upply electric enerqu 

under a provisional order made under the Electric Lighting Act, 1862 

cannot carry on the t f sale or hire of fittings and apparatus 

for the use of the « yy thus upplied by them 
Attorney G Leicester Corporation (1910. 2 Ch. 359) followed 


This was an action for a declaration that the 
power to carry on the trade or business of electric light fitters, and 
for an injunction to restrain them from so doing. The defendants 
were the local authority for the purpose of the Electric Lighting Acts, 
and carried on business as fitters, supplying the consumers with wires, 
lamps, bells, batteries, motors, and other like The subject 
matter of the relator’s allegations fell under three heads—(1) acts done 
within the area of supply; (2) acts done outside that area; and (3) 


irticles. 


the expenditure of corporate funds and th use of corporate 
property for the dom af uch vet By the Sheffield Cor 
poration Act 1903 it provided that the corporation may 
purchase and may supply, sell and let for hire, but shall 
not mannfacture, electri motors, apparatu and things for cook 


ing, heating and ventilating, and for motive power and energy, and 
may provide materials and do all work necessary and proper for the 
fixing, setting up, connecting th supply mains, and may take such 
remuneration in money or such rents or charges . . . as may he 
agreed between the corporation and the persons to or for whom the 
same are sold, supplied, fixed or set up.”’ 

Eve, J The relator. a ratepaver in the city of Sheffield. alleged 
that the defendants, as the local authority for the purposes of the 
Electric Lighting Acts, 1f 32 and 1888, had a ted ind were still acting 
in excess of the powers possessed by them as such authority, and he 
claimed various declarations framed with a view to delimit those 
powers, and an injunction to restrain any further transgression of such 
limits. The subject matter of the relator’s allegations fell under three 
heads—(1) acts done within the area of supply; (2) acts done outside 
that area; and (3) the expenditure of corporate funds and the use of 








corporate property for the doing of such acts The decision of the | 
| the personal signature of the solicitor who applies for the order.” 


issues in the action turned largely on questions of law which were 
not infrequently arising and which affected many persons and bodies 
outside this litigation, and the parties had intimated their intention of 
carrying these proceedings to the House of Lords with a view of 
obtaining, if possible, a final adjudication on the legal problems 
involved. So far as the work was done for consumers of electricity 
supplied, or about to be supplied bv the defendants, the facts are 
entirely within the judement of Neville, J.. in {ttorney-General v 
Leicester Corporation (1910, 2 Ch. 359), and in accordance with well 


defendants had no | 


tion to their electrical undertaking, and were such further powers 
exercisable outside the limits of supply? The answer to the second 
part of that question must be in the negative. I can see no ground 
for, and much in the section itself that is inconsistent with, any 


|other answer, and in like manner the powers were themselves 











established practice, T must apply the law there laid down unless | 


there is any sufficient reason for not doing so to be found in either 
of the two points raised by the defendants TI 


the defendants were these In the first place it was said that the | 


defendants, being a corporation, incorporated by charter, had power 
to do anything which was not expressly prohibited by the charter, 
and that the nlaintiff here could not succeed, becanse he had not 
established affirmatively any contravention by the defendants 
of th provisions of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, 
in relation to the corporation finances In my opinion it is 
defendants to rais this defence It was 


not open to the 
summed up and 


never svegested until the case was being 
the pleadings and interlocutory apnlications had all been framed 
and proces ded on the footins that the defendants had been 
relying solely on statutory and not on common law powers. But even 
if this defence were capable of being raised I do not think there is any 
substance in it. It is impossible to take any one of the acts and dis 
secting it to pronounce one part infra vires and the rest ultra vires 
One muat look at the transaction as a whole, and the fact, if it be a 
fact, that the defendants had power to do a part of the act would 
not legalise the act if its completion involved at any stage a step ultra 
vires of the corporation. In the circumstances here every act in 
volved the application and user of moneys raisable for one set of pur 
poses only to and for other and alien purposes, and it was no answer 
to urge thet a part, at any rate. of the transaction was infra vires. The 
second point taken involved the construction of the Sheffield Corpora 
tion Act, 1903, and in particular Part IV. thereof. What were the 
further powers conferred by section 18 upon the defendants in rela 


two points urged by | , 





restricted ; they did not extend so as to include electric motors and 
apparatus used for all purposes, but only for specified purposes, and 
when the section speaks of an electric motor and apparatus for motive 
power it referred only to that which was the source of the power, not 
neceesarily even to the mechanism which transmitted the power, and 
certainly not to the objects to which the power was transmitted On 
all grounds therefore the case was covered by the decision of Neville. 
J., and I must make declaration asked for.—Counsex, P. O. Lawrence, 
K.C., and Drucquer; Danckwerts, K.C., and Sargant.  Soracrrors, 
Turner & Co.; R. PF. & C. I. Smith, for R. M. Prescott, Sheffield 
[Reported by 8S. E. Writ1ams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re BUTLER’S WILL. Ex parte METROPOLITAN BOARD OF 
WORKS AND OTHERS. Parker, J. 7th Feb. 
Practiwr—Costs —Computsory Purcnase—Funps 1x Court—Ornrr 
FOR TRANSFER TO SEVERAL TRANSFEREES—SEPARATE FEES FoR Re 
QUESTS AND ATTENDANCE BEFORE PAyMASTER—LAND CLausres Con 
sotipaTtion Act 1845 (8 & 9 Vict., c. 18), s. 80—Supreme Covrr 

Funps Rutes 1905, rr. 34, 35. 

The allowance of two fees for attendance hefore the Accountant- 
General, on an aprlication under the new rules, for payment out of 
funds paid in under the Land Clauses Acts, which originated when 
under the practice in Chancery under the old consolidated orders it was 
necessary for the solicitor to attend both before the Registrar and also 
before the Accountant-General, was held to be common form to-day, and 
such fees were accordingly not disallowed. 

This was a summons taken ont by the London County Council to 
review the taxation of costs under an order dated the 11th of April, 
1911, made on petition for transfer of a sum of Consols representing 
the purchase moneys of lands taken by the predecessors in title of the 
London County Council and paid inte court under the Lands Clauses 
Consolidation Act, 1845. The order was in the usual form, directing 
the County Council to “ pay to the petitioner and the remaining re 
spondents their costs, including therein all reasonable charges and ex 
penres incident thereto of obtaining this order and of all proceedings 
relating thereto’? to be taxed; and it was ordered that the funds in 
court be dealt with as directed in the second schedule thereto. The 
Supreme Court Funds Rules, 1905, rr. 24, 25, provide that a copy of 
the payment schedule to an order initialled by the registrar and stamped 
with his official seal shall be the paymaster’s authority for giving 
effect thereto; but notwithstanding these rules it is not the practice 
of a paymaster to carry out a sale or transfer directed by an order 
withont an additional written request by the solicitor having the car 
riage of the order. The printed form of application for transfer is 
as follows :—"‘I request that the following amounts of securities now 
standing to the above ledger credit in the books of the Paymaster 
general, be transferred, as directed by the above-mentioned order, to 
the person therein named, whose address and description are stated 
below.” There is a note that the application is ‘‘to be signed with 
The Taxing Master had allowed the solicitor having the carriage of 
the order a fee of 9s, 2d. in respect of each of the eleven transfers, 
being 2s. 6d. for the request and 6s. 8d. for the attendance in accord 
ance with the practice as stated in the Annual Practice, Vol. II., p. 239. 
The London County Council objected that the paymaster was not 
entitled under the rules to a separate request and separate attendance 
for senarate transfers of funds standing to one ledger credit and dealt 
with bv one payment schedule. and that these allowances were not 
reasonsble costs within Sect. 80 of the Lands Clauses Consolidation 
Act, 1845. Counsel for the applicants contended that only one request 
inder the circumstances, or, at any rate, only one attendance, could 
be properly charged 

Parker, J., said that before giving judgment he had offered to allow 
the summons to stand over in order that he micht consult the taxing 
masters on their practice, but this offer was declined by the applicants 
He then continued as follows :—The old practice under the Consolidated 
Orders in Chancery was for the solicitor to attend before the Registrar. 
whe signed directions to the Accountant-General for the transfer of 
the funds, and the consequence was that the solicitor was allowed a fee 
of 6s. 8d. for each of the two attendances. one before the Registrar 
and the other before the Accountant-General; and so far as he conld 
ascertain he was allowed separate fees in respect of each transfer. The 
altered practice, introducing a payment schedule, rendered an attend 
ance before the Registrar to obtain his directions unnecessary; but 
under the practice of his office, quite irrespectively of the Rules of 
Court. the Paymaster-General, by way of caution, refused to make the 
transfer directed by the payment schedule without the request which 
had been referred to. and it appeared from the statement in the Annual 
Practice, 1912, p. 239, to be the ordinary practice of the taxing 
master’s office to allow a fee of 2s. 6d. for the reanest and 6s. 8d. for 
the attendance before the pavmaster in resnect of each transfer. It 
was stated at the Bar that this practice had been departed from in a 
case where tronsfers were directed of separate funds to one transferee. 
and that might be reasonable. since the form of request might easily 
be adapted to that case; but in a case like the present T should have 
required strong reasons for departing from what I understand to be 
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po 
a common form of allowance, and certainly should not have done so 
without first consulting the taxing masters.—CounseL, Martelli, K.C., 
and Cann; Fredk. Thompson. Soricrrors, Edward Tanner; Johnson, 
Weatherall, & Sturt. ‘ 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—King’s Bench ~- 
Division. 
PLAS-Y-COED COLLIERIES CO. v. PARTRIDGE, JONES, & CO. 
Div. Court. 25th Jan. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—D1stTRESS—SeEIzuRE or Goops or THIRD 
Partres—PurcHASE BY LANDLORD FROM HIMSELF—SUBSEQUENT 
DFALING witH Goons as OWNER—ACTION FOR CONVERSION—DAMAGES 
—Distress ror Rent Act, 1738 (2 Gro. IT., c. 19), s. 19. 


The defendants duly levied a distress for rent in arrear, and seized 
certain ponies and waggons. The ponies were the property of the 
plaintiffs, who had an agreement with the tenant of the land demised 
to get coal there, and the waggons were, at the time of the seizure, 
lawfully in their possession, having been let to them by X Co. The 
defendants, after the appraisement of the ponies and the waggons, 
purported to buy them from themselves, and subsequently acted as 
their owners. The ponies they used; the waggons they delivered up 
to the X Go. at their request. The plaintiffs brought an action 
against the defendants for the conversion of the ponies and the 
waqggons. 

Held, that the defendants were liable for the conversion of both 
waggons and ponies. The sale to themselves being bad in law, their 
dealing with the goods was illegal, and rendered them liable to the 
plointiffs for the full value of the goods. The Distress for Rent Act, 
1738, did not apply to the case, for the irreqularity or unlawful act 
of the defendants was not done by them during the distress in their 
capacity as distrainers, but subsequently when they purported to act 
as owners after the illegal sale to themselves. 


Appeal from the Pontypool County Court. In 1902, by an agree 
ment of that date, one Jenkins became tenant to the defendants. 
Partridge Jones & Co., of a seam of coal. In 1908, Jenkins assigned 
his rights in the said agreement to the plaintiffs, the Plas-y-coed 
Collieries Co., together with the machinery, waggons and horses used 
in working the coal. Certain waggons in the mine in August, 1910, 
had been hired by the plaintiffs from the North Central Colliery 
Company at a yearly rental; at the expiration of the period for which 
they were hired the plaintiffs were to be entitled to purchase the 
waggons for a nominal sum. On the 24th of August, 1910, Jenkins 
was in arrear with his rent, and the defendants levied a distress on 
the mine, seizing certain ponies and two coal waggons, which were 
on the demised premises. The ponies were the property of the 
plaintiffs: the coal waggons were the property of the North Central 
Colliery Company, let to the plaintiffs, as already stated, After the 
ponies and the waggons had been appraised, the defendants purported 
to buy them from themselves, and they used the ponies. On the 
North Central Colliery Company claiming the waggons, the defendants 
at once gave them up to that company. The plaintiffs brought an 
action against the defendants for damages for the conversion of the 
waggons and the ponies. The defendants contended that once the 
distress had been lawfully made the plaintiffs were not entitled to the 
possession of the goods, and so could not sue for their conversion, 
and, alternatively, that if they were entitled to sue, they were 
entitled, not to the value of the goods, but only to the 
damage actually suffered by them. See section 19 of the 
Distress for Rent Act, 1738 (infra). The county court judge gave 
judgment for the plaintiffs for the value of the ponies, but he gave 
judgment for the defendants on the claim for conversion of the 
waggons. The plaintiffs appealed against this part-of his judgment, 
and there was a cross-appeal by the defendants against that nart of 
the judgment affecting the pit ponies. Bv section 19 of the Distress 
for Rent Act, 1738 (2 Geo. 2, c. 19): ‘* Where any distress shall be 
made for any kind of rent justly due, and any irregularity or unlawful 
act shall be afterwards done by the party or parties distraining. or 
by his, her. or their agents, the distress itself shall not be therefore 
deemed to be unlawful, nor the party or parties making it be there 
fore deemed a trespasser or tresvassers ab initio: but the party or 
parties aggrieved by such unlawful act or irregularity shall or may 


recover full satisfaction for the special damage he, she, or they shall | 


have sustained thereby, and no more... .’ 

Hamitton, J.. having given judgment, 

Lusn, J., said: The Jearned counsel for the defendants has very 
frankly admitted that unless he can bring this case within the Distress 
for Rent Act, 1738 (2 Geo. 2, c. 19), section 19. this action for 


trover or for conversion would lie, and there would be no answer 





to it. The question. therefore, for us is whether that Act does or - 


does not apply to the act done by the defendants, with regard to 
their pit ponies and waggons. Before that Act was nassed, a landlord 
was in this position, that if the person who was acting for him in the 
distress (though the distress was levied for rent actually due) com 
mitted an irregularity either at the time of the distress, or subse 


quently in carrying out the powers given to a distraining landlord, 
that irregularity made the whole distress unlawful, and rendered it a 
trespass ab initio, so that an action of conversion would lie, although 
all that was, in fact, done was some trifling irregularity. That Act 
altered the law in this respect, and provided that: ‘‘ Where any dis- 
tress shall be made for any kind of rent justly due, and any irregu- 
larity or unlawful act shall be afterwards done by the party or parties 
distraining, or by his, her, or their agents, the distress itself shall 
not be therefore deemed to be unlawful.’’ And it goes on to provide 
that only the actual damage suffered shall be recovered. Now, in 
my opinion, this Act applies exclusively to cases where some irregular 
act or unlawful act is done by the parties distraining, and that it means 
that if either at the time the distress is levied, or afterwards whilst 
the powers of distress given to a distraining landlord are being 
exercised by him in that capacity, an irregularity or unlawful act is 
committed, the act shall not be considered as rendering the trespass 
bad ab initio, but merely gives the tenant a right of action for the 
special damage actually incurred. In the present case I think it is 
clear that what was done here was not done in the course of the 
distress ; it was not done by a landlord in his capacity as a distrainer. 
Thinking they could purchase the goods from themselves, the land 
lords went through the form of purchase, and they went through 
the form of a purchase terminating the distress, and they claimed to 
deal with the goods, not as distrainors or pledgees, but as owners 
claiming title to the purchase. It may well be that what they did, in 
purporting to sell to themselves, may have been an act done in 
the course of the distraint, but it is clear that what they did 
afterwards, when they thought they had purchased, were not acts 
done by them in their capacity of distrainors, nor acts done in the 
course of distraining. The acts were done without any authority in 
what they supposed was their capacity as owners, claiming through 
the purchase which they thought they had effected. If that is so, 
what they did when they used the ponies and returned the waggons 
was not an irregularity or an unlawful act in the course of distraining 
at all, but an act in pursuance of a right which they had no more 
right to do than if there had been no distress; and although the 
consequences to the tenant may be the same whether the landlord 
commits an unlawful act, such as selling the distress before five days 
have expired, or sells the goods after he has terminated the distress, 
it makes the whole difference in what capacity the act was done when 
one is considering whether or not it was an irregularity in the course 
of distraining. What makes the distinction is the capacity in which 
the act is done. Unless the statute applies, it is clear the landlord is 
in exactly the same position as he was before the Act was passed. 
In my opinion, it is clear that the statute does not apply, and, there- 
fore, this is an action of conversion to which there is no answer 
as regards the ponies or as regards the waggons. The act of the 
defendants was an act done without authority, and was not protected 
by the statute. So, in my opinion, the learned judge was right in the 
judgment he gave with regard to the ponies, and wrong in that he 
gave with regard to the waggons. The appeal, therefore, of the 
plaintiffs will be allowed, and the cross-apneal of the defendants 
dismissed, and judgment will be entered for the plaintiffs in the court 
below.—CounseL, Sanderson, K.C., and Bertram Jacobs; Lincoln Reed. 
Soricrtors, 7ndermaur & Brown for Roberts, Newport, Mon.; Her 
bert Smith, Goss, & Co., for Colborne, Coulman, & Lawrence, New 
port, Mon. 


[Reported by C. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law.] 
° 


New Orders, &c. 


National Insurance Act, IgII, 
(1 and 2 Geo. V, ce. 55.) 


The Lords Commissioners of His Majesty’s Treasury hereby give 
notice that, in pursuance of the powers conferred upon them by section 
83 of the National Insurance Act, 1911, and of every other power 
enabling them on that behalf, Regulations have been made confirming 
and amending the provisional Treasury Regulations, dated the 28th 
December, 1911, which provide for the constitution of a Joint Com- 
mittee of the several bodies of Commissioners under Part I. of the Act, 
and making further provision for the exercise and performance by the 
Joint Committee of certain of the powers and duties of these bodies 
under that part of the Act either alone or jointly with one or more 
of these bodies. 

Copies of the said Regulations can be purchased, either directly or 
through any bookseller, from Messrs. Wyman and Sona, Limited, 
Fetter-lane, London, E.C.; or Messrs. Oliver & Boyd, Tweeddale 
court, Edinburgh; or Messrs. E. Ponsonby, Limited, 116, Grafton 
street, Dublir. 

Treasury Chambers, Whitehall, 23rd February, 1912. 





The Master of the Rolls and the Solicitor-General have accepted 
invitations to be present at the Law Society Council’s reception on 
Thursday evening, the 7th instant, on the occasion of the opening of 
the new students’ rooms. The Westminster Glee Singers will sing, and 


there will also be some solos. 
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Societies. 
Sheffield District Incorporated Law Society. 


The followin ire extracts from the report of the committee for | 
1911 

Member The number of members is now 181 

Leqal Education The legal department of the University of 


ry satisfactory progress. At the ter 
f the Law Faculty in June last three 


ut 


Sheffield continues to make t 
mination of the third session « 
students obtained a degree of LL.B. of the University, which was the 


first occasion on which this was possible : and these degrees were duly 
conferred at the Congregation in July The number of students dur 
ing the present session is thirty-three Of thege ten are attending 


degree course, three of whom are reading both for the LL.B. degree 
of Sheffield and that of London, one for the LL.B. of London only, 
another for the LL.B. of Cambridge only, and five for the LL.B. of 
Sheffield only Nine students are reading for the Intermediate Exam 
ination of the Law Society, and six for the Final. Mr. Shuttleworth 
continues to give lectures on accountancy, and Mr. Edward Bramley 
a course of lectures on company law. Professor Phillips, of Leeds, 
duly delivered, as arranged, short covrses of lectures on trusts and 
bankruptcy, which were very well attended and appreciated. It is 
hoped that something on the same lines may be arranged for futur 
sessions. The committee appreciate that principals of articled clerks 
attending classes at the University like to have some means of know 
ing whether their clerks are attending well, and what progress they 
are mah ng, ind irrangements have accordingly been made whereby 
principals will be supplied at the end of each term with particulars of 
the attendances of their own clerks and their positions in the terminal 
examinations Members can always, if they desire, make inquiries 
from the University staff with regard to their clerks. Mr. Reginald 
Benson has been appointed representative of the society on the Legal 
Studies Committee and Law Faculty of the University, in the place of 
the late Mr. A. FE. Maxfield, whose lamented death is a great loss in 
the working of the Law Department. A fair working library for the 
students is being accumulated at the University; and the authorities 
there have been good enough this session to vote a sum of £25 for the 
purchase of further law books. The Legal Studies Committee of the 
taking some steps in the direction of endeavouring to 
general knowledge required from an intend 


University is 
raise the qualifications in 
ing articled clerk 

The National Insurance Bill, 1911.—The provisions of this Bill being 
for the most part outside the scope of your committee's notice were not 
considered in detail; but your committee’s attention was drawn to 
ejectment proceedings, distraints, and executions 


Clause 51. making 
sickness benefit, or within fourteen days 


against a person in receipt of 
following the period of such receipt, illegal and punishable by a fine 
not exceeding £50. This clause was considered to be very undesic 
able, and representations were made to the local members of Parlia 
ment pointing out the obvious objections The clause received con 
opposition in the House of Commons, and although it re 
appears in the Act as section 68, it only applies in the cases of 
tenants whose lives might be endangered by any such proceedings 
After the Act comes into force it would appear to be advisable for 
any person desirous of acting on an ejectment order or levying a dis 
tress or execution against the roods of an insured person to search 
the register required to be kept by the Insurance Committee to make 
certain that there is no medical certificate recorded which has the effect 
of barring the proceedings under a penalty of £50 

Land Transfer Your committee has devoted much time and atten 
tion to the consideration of this important question The report of 
the Roval Commission issued in February, 1911, was so unfavourable t 
the system of compulsory registration of title as tried in London that 
enerally believed that there was no probability of any extension 
le to the provinces for some years to come. It was with 
e, therefore that the announcement was received in 


siderable 


it was g 
of the princip 
con ice rable urptl 
July last that the Lord Chancellor intended to introduce a Bill int 
Parliament ‘‘as soon as possible,”’ which, it was understood, would 
contain proposals for extending the system of compulsory registration 
of title to the country generally. After stating the findings at the 
Conference the report proceeds In pursuance of the recommendation 
of the Conference it is understood that a deputation from the Council 
of the Law Society has waited upon the Lord Chancellor and been 
favourably received, but the result has not so far ‘transpired. Mean 
while the Yorkshire societies have appointed a sub-committee to pre 
pare the strongest possible case in favour of the retention of the York 
Yorkshire (with modifications) as an alternative to 


shire system for 
present year will no doubt see 


compulsory registration of title. The 
further develagments of the situation. 

The new rooms for students at the Law Society’s Hall are to be 
opened on the 7th inst. They are formed out of the old West Library 
overlooking Carey-street and Bell-yard. By slightly raising the roof 
of this apartment and dividing it horizontally, an extra storey is added 
to the building, giving an additional floor space of some 5,000 square 
feet. Of these two floors the upper one is to be used as a library and 
examination hall. and the lower divided into a luncheon hall, a 
common-room, and a smoking-room. A few new class-rooms are also 
provided, and a suite of private rooms for the use of the president of 


the society. 





Obituary. 
Mr, H. Michelmore, 


The death, on the 22nd ult., is announced of Mr. Henry Michelmore, 
Clerk of the Peace of the County of Devon, in his seventy-third year. 
Mr. Michelmore was admitted in 1861. He was, we believe, coroner 
for South Devon until 1878, when he was appointed Clerk of the 
Peace for Devon, and he subsequently became Clerk to the Devon 
County Council and Clerk to the Standing Joint Committee. He was a 
keen follower of the hounds, and was for many years secretary of the 
South Devon Hunt. 








Legal News. 
Changes in Partnerships, &c. 
Dissolution. 


Donatp CHaRLes Warnes and Harotp Warnes, solicitors (Lawton, 
Warnes, & Sons), Eye and Ipswich. Feb. 22. (Gazette, Feb. 27. 


Information Required. 


Re ARCHIBALD McDOUGALL, Esquire, Deceased, late of 97, 
Aldersgate-street, E.C. Any solicitor or firm of solicitors having a 
will executed by the deceased (or a draft of any will) are requested to 
communicate with Mr. F. G. Cordwell, of 11, King’s Bench walk, 


Temple, E.C. 





General. 


The Lord Chief Justice, who has returned from Newcastle to aia 
London residence, is stated to be going on well towards recovery. 


It is announced that Mr. John R. Moorhead, LL.B., of Belfast, has 
been appointed Crown Solicitor for county Antrim and Belfast City, in 
the room of the late Mr. Edward Bates. 

At the Eckington Police Court, says the 7'imes, last week, a solicitor 
not holding a certificate to practise, pleaded ‘‘ Guilty ’’ to a charge of 
falsely pretending to be duly qualified to act as a solicitor. It 
appeared that owing to the fact that the defendant was an undis 
charged bankrupt the Registrar of Solicitors had refused to renew 
his certificate in January. The defendant had acted as advocate in 
the Eckington Police Court since then. The prosecution was in 
stituted by the Law Society, who did not press for a penalty. The 
defendant apologized and promised not to practise whilst he was with 
out a certificate. On this undertaking he was merely ordered to pay 
the ‘ sts. 

The Cape Town corre spondent of the 7'imes says that a case « uriously 
illustrative of the intermingling of East and West in the South African 
Courts was heard recently by the Native High Court, in which 
Mgidhlana, the son of the Zulu King Mpande, half-brother of Cete 
wayo, the last Zulu king, appealed against the judgment of the magia 
trate, who ordered him to repay fifteen head of cattle to his son-in 
law, this being a portion of the lobolo paid to him on his daughter's 
marriage, owing to the fact that she died six months after the wedding. 
Mgidhlana admitted the general native law for repayment of lobolo 
in these circumstances, but claimed exemption as a member of the 
Royal House. The appeal was dismissed, the judge remarking, how 
ever, that he agreed that the claim would not have been enforced 
in the old days, as the displeasure of a member of the Royal house 
hold meant death. 

One of the many interesting facts noted by Sir John Macdonell in 
his lucid and suggestive introduction to the Judicial Statistics for 
1910 is, says a writer in the Globe, an increase in trial by jury in 
the King’s Bench Division. Of the 2,074 actions tried in the Division 
in the year under review, 1,303 were tried before juries, and 771 before 
judges alone ; of the 1,948 tried in the preceding year, 1,059 were tried 
before juries, and 889 by judges alone. But, taking the courts as a 
whole, trial by jury is certainly not an institution that is gaining in 
popularity. Not more than sixty-nine divorce and probate cases were 
tried before juries in 1910. And while over 36,000 actions came before 
the county court judges, less than 800 were tried by juries. Notwith 
standing the increase of jury trials in the King’s Bench Division in 
1910—due largely to the appointment of the two additional judges 
in the latter half of that year—the part which the “‘ man in the street ”’ 
plays in the administration of the law has a decided tendency to 
decline. 

At the Nottingham Assizes on Saturday, before Mr. Dickens, 
K.C., Commissioner, Perey Howard Burgess, a solicitor, of Notting 
ham, was, says the Times, charged with fraudulently convert 
ing to his own use £292 belonging to a client. The prisoner was 
entrusted with the winding-up of the estate of a dairyman named 
Scott, who died intestate. He drew out of the bank two sums of 
money which had belonged to Scott, but instead of handing them over 
to the widow he paid them into his own banking account, and pro 
ceeded to draw upon them. He further induced the widow to sign a 
blank cheque, and then, by endorsing it himself, succeeded in getting 
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possession of £123 due to the estate on an insurance policy, and this 
also he paid into his own banking account. It was urged on _ the 
prisoner's behalf that although his banking account was overdrawn 
the bank’ manager had received an instruction from the prisoner's 
parents to allow him accommodation, and that the bank had agreed to 
do so. The Commissioner said it was true that solicitors did some 
times mix up trustee money with their own. It was a very dangerous 
thing to do, but there was a great difference between a man who pee 
other people’s money into his own account when there was every prospect 
of his retaining a large balance from day to day and a man who had 
nothing coming in but the money of his clients and whose money he 
was drawing upon. The prisoner was found guilty and sentenced tc 
four years’ penal servitude, the Commissioner remarking that not 
even the fact that all the missing money had been made good enabled | 
him to take a merciful view of the case. 

The rule is well settled, says the Law Quarterly Review, when 
making an adjustment for hotchpot purposes, that in order to obtain 
equality in the division of capital amongst the beneficiaries, interest 
against those who have received capital sums on account is to be 
reckoned from the period fixed by the testator for the distribution of 
the fund. ‘‘ Notional interest,’’ rather than “ interest,’’ is a more 
accurate expression, denoting that interest is to be reckoned, net as 
a debt, but only for the purposes of the adjustment. The court. 
recognizing the impossibility of attaining perfect equality, ignores the 
advantage which a beneficiary gets from a sum of capital advanced 
in the testator’s lifetime, or before ‘‘ the period of distribution.’ and 
limits the notional interest to run from the latter date, which is, in 
fact, the crucial one for adjusting and dividing the fund. In Rx 
Willoughby (1911, 2 Ch. 581, 80 L. J. Ch. 562) the Court of Appeal 
(the Master of the Rolls and Kennedy, L.J., Buckley, L.J., dissent 
ing) affirmed Parker, J., in holding that the language of the will in 
that case excluded the rule in question. This decision will in future 
probably be relied on in behalf of beneficiaries who wish to es« ape the 
effect of the rule, though the direction to equalize in Re Willoughby 
was not contained in a clause of the usual hotchpot nature. After 
reading the very cogent dissenting judgment of Buckley, L.J.,  t 
seems difficult to avoid following him in thinking that all the relevant 
features in the decisions as to hotchpot clauses were present in the 
case under review, and that no sufficient grounds were apparent for 
excluding the general rule, the soundness and fairness of which seem 
to be clear. 





Roya, Navy.—Parente thinking of the Royal Navy as a profession 
for their sons can obtain (without charge) full particulars of the regula- 
tions for entry to the Royal Naval College, Osborne, the Paymaster 
and Medical Branches, on application to James Gieve, Royal Naval 
Enquiry Agency, 65, South Molton-street, London, W.—{Advt.] 
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ppl of respts from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, without a jury 
ov 


(cave Jar 

The Liverpool London and Globe Inece Co (Applis) v Charles Edmund 
Bennett, Respt (Surveyor of Taxes, Vevenue Side) appl of applte 
from judut of Mr Justice Hamilton = (c.a.v. Jan 30) 
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Jackson v The United Metropolitan Press ld and anr appln of pliff 
for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 17, 
1911, at trial before Mr Justice Scrutton and a common jury, London 
(Jan 25) 

Byfield v Barnet Urban District Council appl of defts from judgt of 
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Sutherland v Lakin act 
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Fisher v Sir John Jackson (Chili) 
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Harrodine v Harrodine act with- 
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Great Central Ry Co v Baly with 
Hexthorpe U DC Attorney- Gen- 
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counter-claim 

Thornbery v Griffiths act and 
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In re Walton dec 
act 

Northern Assce Co v Farnham 
United Breweries act 

Will v United Lankat Plantations 
Co act 

Blackborne v Dennes act 

Beecham v Painter act 

Woodbridge v Bellamy act 

Allard v Bates act 

Ingram v Dawson act (8 0 
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Zeegen v Isaacs act 

Lucas v Davies act 

In re S E Slater dec 
Slater act 

Turner v Tomson act 
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Spackmann vy Adam act and 
motion for judgt 

Ferro Vv Moore act 

Wilkins v Winslow act 

Wickham v Smith act and coun- 
ter-claim 

Dunn Sutton & Co v Board act 

Ross v Cawtheray act 

Turnbull v British Steel and Wire 
Co ld act 

White v Grand Hotel Eastbourne 
Id act 

Yeatman v L Homberger & Co act 
(stayed for security) 

Barnett v Barnett act and coun- 
ter-claim 

Hagger v White act 

Griffiths v Millington act 

Bradley v Watts act 

Marriner v Petty act 
Leeke v Mayor, &c, of Ports 
mouth act 

In re Metcalf dec 
ealf act 

In re Cox dec 


Bush v Ford 


Barker v 


Metcalf v Met- 


In re ro dec 


Cox v Hatton act and motn 
for judgt 
Jackson vy Cording act 


——— 


Justice SwWINFEN 

Eapy. 

Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Encinillas Mines ld v_  Anglo- 
American Syndicate act (s 0 
Easter) 

In re the Trade Marks Act 1905 
and In re The Trade Mark of 
William Hunt & Sons, The 
Blades ld act (s o Easter) 

Parr v Hilton act 

Neumann v Plymouth act 

Palmer v Dugmore act 

In re Edward Roberts dec Roberts 
v Owen act 

In re Hooper 
act 

Dabbs vy Newman act 

James v Clarke act 

Pearson v Carlyle act 

In re Parson’s Settlement Gra 
ham v Parsons act 

Moffat v Lewin act 

Carter v Horlick act 


Before Mr. 


Hooper vy Hooper 





Legal and Commercial Insce Co 
ld v North Western Insce Co ld 
act 

Young v Menzies act 

Muhesa Rubber Plantaions ld v 
Hilckes act 
Same v Same (transferred from 
K. B. Division) 

Valroff v Pyke act 

Bax v Buddicom act 

Ir re Robert Eustace dec Lee v 
McMillan act 

Henry Thorne & Co ld v Sandow 
act 

In re the Trade Mark of Henry 
Thorne & Cold and In re the 
Trade Marks Act 1905 motion 

Marler vy Marler act (not before 
March 11) 

Bryant v Miller act and counter- 
claim 

Giles v Saunders act 

Lawrence v Jee act 

Edell v Carter act 

Public Trustee v Bohm act 

In re Spanish Mines Consolidated 
ld Hart Smith & Lee v The 
Company act 

Swinhoe vy Kemm act 

Boulton v Arnold act 

Hemsworth R D C v Wright act 

In re the Companies (Consolida 
tion) Act 1908 In re H & U 

Rubber and Coffee Estates ld 
motion 

In re Companies (Consolidation) 
Act 1908 In re Elliott’s Mould- 
ing & Joinery Co ld_ motion 
London Trading Bank Id v Mills 
act and counter-claim (stayed 
for security) 

The Liquidation Purchase Co ld v 
Sercombe act 

Reading Industrial Co-operative 
Soc Id v Palmer adjd sumns 
with witnesses 

Jones v Nicol act 

The Ethiopian General 
Co v Clayton act 

Hadley v Tildesley 
ter-claim 

Public Trustee v Lawrance act 
and motn for judgt 

Graham y Killick act 

Ashburton v Douglas act 

Percival vy Stevens act 

Cartwright v Wilde act 


Trading 


act and coun- 


Before Mr, Justice WARRINGTON. 
Retained by Order. 
Cause for Trial (with Witnesses). 
In re Musgrave dec Cripps v 
Wilkinson act pt hd (s o 
generally leave to apply to re 

store) 


Further Considerations. 
In re Jacob Elliott & Sons ld 
W R Rawlings and anr v Jacob 
Elliott & Sons ld fur con (Feb 


25) 
In re the Estate of Thomas Plum 
ner dec Sarah W Scanlon and 


ors v John Freeman Plumner 
and ors fur con (March 1 


Causes for Trial without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses. 
In re Collings, a Solr, and In re 

Taxation of Costs adjd sumns 


8 0) 

In re Charles Pawley dec Pawley 
vy Pawley adjd sumns pt hd 
(s o liberty to apply) 

In re Nicholas Kendall, an infant 
adjd sumns (s 0) 

Ia re James Holmes dec Peard v 
Holmes adjd sumns (s 0) 

In re Joseph Pyke dec Birnsting] 
v Birnstingl adjd sumns 
" re Hugh Wright dec Wright 
M Weis t adjd sumns 














Ie. re Charles Jordan deo Rennie 
v Morgan adjd sumns 

In re Jole Yerrell dec Cocks v 
Yerrell adjd sumns 

In re W G Stewart dec Stewart 
v Brand adjd sumns 

In re D T Hanbury dee Catch- 
pole v Hanbury adjd sumns 

In re Arnold and Henry White 
Solrs (taxn of costs) adjd sumns 

In re John Lancaster dee Booth 
v Lancaster adjd sumns 

In re Lloyd’s Bank and Lilling- 
ton’s Contract and In re Ven- 
dor and Purchaser Act 1874 
adjd sumns 

In re Letters Patent No. 18,898 of 
1904 and In re Patents and 
Design Act 1907 motion amend- 
ment of specification (s o leave 
to amend) 

In re William Christian dec Ward 
v The Public Trustee adjd 
sumns 

In re Margaret Harrison dec 
Turner v Groom adjd sumns 

In re C H Leigh’s Settled Estates 
and In re The Settled Land Acts 
1882 to 1890 adjd sumns 

In re Connolly Bros }d Wood v 
The Company sumns to vary 

In re Aiton’s Settlement Trusts 
Brown v Aiton adjd sumns 

Tn re Americus Featherman dec 
Joyce v  Attorney-Gen adjd 
sumns 

In re Samuel H Gunner dec Stone 
and ors v Paler adjd sumns 

In re Cardwell dec Attorney-Gen 
v Day adjd sumns 

In re Moxon dee Moxon vy Hitch 
cock adjd sumns 

In re Harrison dec Mawes v Har- 
rison adjd sumns 

In re Drinkwater’s Will Butwell 
v Cole adjd sumns 

Polikoff v Polikoff adjd sumns 

In re W. G. Windham dec and In 

The Settled Land Acts 1882 
to 1890 adjd sumns 

In re Henry Emanuel dec Jones 
v Emanuel adjd sumns 

In re G P Stannage dec White- 
head v Whitehead adjd sumns 

In re © W Rippon dec High- 
field v Whitfield adjd sumns 

Ii re Mary Ann Leigh dee Brown 
son v Longford adjd sumng 

In re Michael Vine dec Hooper 
v Vine adjd sumns 

In re Pearce dec 
Pearce adjd sumns 

In re Grande Maison d’Automo- 
biles ld Jones vy The Company 
adjd sumns 

the Matter of the Trade Mark 

Act No, 327,218, registered in 
the name of The London Food 
Products Co ld and In the 
Matter of the Trade Marks Act 
1905 petition 

In re Davies & Gwynne and The 
Great Yarmouth Waterworks 
Co.’s Contract In re The Ven- 
dor and Purchaser Act 1874 
adjd sumns 

In re B G@ Goldsmid’s Marriage 
Settlement In re The Trustee 
Act 1893 Goldsmid vy Flower 
adjd sumns 

In re Brear & Brown ld The 
Yorkshire Guarantee & Securi 
ties Corpn kd v The Company 
adjd sumns 


Eastwood v 


In re Woofendale’s Settlement 
Wilson vy Woofendale adjd 
sumns 


In re Martha Smith dec Jones v 
Jones adjd sumns 

In re Sir Daniel Cooper dec 
Cooper v Cooper adjd sumns 





Causton v Rider sumns to vary 
(to come on with fur con) 

In re E E Park dec Wild v Toler 
adjd sumns 

In re Margaret A Kitt Thompson’s 
Trusts Barclay v Irby adjd 
sumns 

In re Dent dee The Manchester 
and Liverpool District Banking 
Co ld v Dent adjd sumns 

In re Companies (Consolidation) 
Act 1908 In re The National 
Bank of India adjd sumns 

In re David Morris dec Bidder v 
Bidder adjd sumns 

Riley v Barton adjd sumns 

Thompson v The Peter Union Tyre 
4 motion with witnesses — pt 
1 

Finkle v Woolfe (Lottie Finkle 
a adjd sumns 

In re Catchpool dec Hitchcock 
v The Mission to Seamen and 
ors adjd sumns 


Before Mr. Justice Neviiug. 
Retained Matters, 
Witness Actions. 

Bean v Lloyd’s Bank act 

In re Shuttlewood dec Shuttle- 

wood v Hefford adjd sumns 

with’ witnesses 

Dade v Richards act and motn 

for judgt 

In re James Smith dec In re TB 

Smith dec (Woodhouse vy Smith 

act 


Further Considerations, 

In re East Sussex Gas Light Coke 
and Water Co Perkins v The 
Company fur con (s 0) 

In re Barrow dec Pike vy New 
fur con 

In re Slater dec Pearson y Slater 
fur con 

In re Coster dec 
fur con 

Wright v Wright fur con 


Coster v Moody 


Causes for Trial without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses, 

In re T J Freme dec Samuel v 
Freme adjd sumns 

In re Cull dec In re Schooling 
dec Jones Miller v Schooling 
adjd sumns 
In re Wolff dec 
adjd sumns 

Asman v Haley adjd sumns 
Inre F J Shaw Williams v Pled- 
ger adjd sumns (restored) 

In re Reynolds’ Trusts Lucas v 
Manisty adjd sumns 

In re KF A Rudd dec In re N 
tudd Rudd v Rudd adjd 
sumns 

In re Pryor’s Estate Allen v 
Pryor adjd sumns 

Toovey v White adjd sumns 

In re A M Smith dec Trevor v 
Goodall adjd sumns 

In re M A Faraker’s Estate Fara- 
ker v Durell adjd sumns 

Ir re T R Lloyd Lloyd v Lloyd 
adjd sumns 

In re Maria Hunt dec Herbert v 
Hunt adjd sumns 

In re M 8 Curzon dec 
Perry adjd sumns 

In re Phillips dec Cole v Idris 
adjd sumns (restored) 

Law Union and Rock Insce Co v 
Dudley motn for judgt 

In re Hodgson Settled Estates 
In re Settled Land Acts Alta 
mont v Forsyth adjd sumns 

In re Lord Exeter’s Will Cecil v 
Exeter adjd sumns 

In re Buller’s Trusts In re Hearn’s 
Will Trusts Buller v Public 
Trustee adjd sumns 


Simons v Wolff 


Martin v 
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In re Hingston & Clitters Mines Id 
Schiff v The Company adjd 
sumns 

In re Banks dec 
adjd sumns 


Weldon v Banks 


In re Sarah Thompson dec 
Thompson v Thompson adjd 
sumns 

In re W A Jeffery infant Jeffery 


v Jeffery 
In re Searle dec 
adjd sumns 
In re Foss Bilbrough Plaskell & 
Co Solrs In re Companies (Con 
solidation) Act 1908 In re Solici 

tors Act 1843 adjd sumns 

In re J Dickson dec Smith v 
Lyle adjd sumns 

In re Green Humphreys v Daven 
port adjd sumns 

In re M Rowley-Conwy 
Conwy v Rowley-Conwy 
sumns 

Ji re Wood dec Spofforth v Nes 
poli adjr sumns 

In re Westwood Westwood yv 
Westwood adjd sumns 

In re Finch dec Finch y 
adjd sumns 

In re Utley dec 
adjd sumns 

In re Cavendish and Arnold’s Con 
tract and In re The Vendor and 
Purchaser Act 1874 adjd sumns 

In re Jumes Fraser dec Stoddart 
v Dawson adjd sumns (to come 
on with petition) 


adjd sumns 
Brooke v Searle 


Re yw ley- 


Finch 


Russell vy Cubitt 


In re Tyler's Settlement 
v Bland adjd sumns 

Nitrate Securities Trust v Wil 
iiams adjd sumns 

In re Whitaker Pender v Evans 


adjd sumns 

In re Cawte’s 
White adjd surans 

Nast Hyde Estate (Hatfield) Cc 
ld v Schenk adjd sumns 

In re Harris Pethick v 
adjd sumns 

In re Welby dec 
adjd sumns 

In re Anderson's Estate 
v Whyte adjd sumns 

Quare v Pronger adjd sumns 

In re Leeming dec Turner v 
Leeming adjd sumns 

folland v Gillam adjd sumns 

In re Newenham’s Trusts Collins 
v Newenham adjd sumns 

In re Flexman Flexman vy Lomas 
adjd sumns 

In re Herbert 


kstate Cawte v 


Harris 
Welby v We Iby 


Chessum 


Herbert v Herbert 


adjd sumns 

In re Webb West v Webb adjd 
sumns 

In re J, Lincoln Lincoln v Lin 
coln adjd sumns 

In re Punsfer Flate v Punsfer 


adjd sumns 


In re Charles White dec White 
v White adjd sumns 

In re Gibbon Simpson v Moore 
adjd sumns 

In re Gibbon Moore v Moore 


adjd sumns 
Ir re Brandreth’s Trusts 
v Brandreth adid sumns 
In re Lawson dec Watson v Law 
son adjd sumns 
In re James White dec Public 
Trustee v White adjd sumns 
In re Barton’s Estate Barton v 
Barton adjd sumns 


2 
argue 
ergue 


Before Mr. Justice Parker. 
Judgment Reserved. 
Attorney-Gen at the relation of 
A H Hastie v The Godstone 
Rural District Council act 

(ec a v Feb 13) 
Motion (by Order). 
Lefever v Lefever (s 0 generally) 


adjd 


Tyler | 


Retained by Order. 
Motions (with Witnesses) 
French Bank of London Id v Fen 

ner and anr motion 
Gleboff and ors v_ Dickinson 
motion (s o for settlement) 


Cause for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Oceanic Steam Navigation Co Id 
v United States Express Co act 
pt hd (s o generally) 


Adjourned Summonses, 


In re Orphan Working School and 
Alexandra Orphanage and the 
State of San Paulo (Brazil) Pure 
Coffee Co ld In re Vendor and 
Purchaser Act 1874 adjd sumns 
pt hd (s o geenrally) 

In re The London Electric Treat 
ment Institute Mellersh v The 
Institute adjd sumns_ pt hd 
(restored) 

In re G@ Corner dec In re Pyman’s 
Settlement Lawson v Colthurst 


adjd sumns pt hd (s o gene- 
rally) 

In re Massey-Mainwaring dec 
Blair v Mainwaring and ors 


adjd sumns (s 0 generally) 
In re Taylor dec Kidd vy Tatham 
adjd sumns 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

The London and Provincial Assce 
Co Id v Stewart and anr act 
and counter-claim (by order) (s o 
generally) 

Mendelssohn v Traies & Son act 
(s o pending settlement) 

InreMS Cooper dec Reeder v 
Curtis and ors act until 
further order) 

rhe Electric and Ordnance Acces 
sories Co ld v Hancock act and 
counter-claim (s 0 pending set 
tlement) 

In re Kenrick & Jefferson’s 
Patent No. 6,629 of 1903 petn 
for revocation (s o for amend 
ment of specification) 

Henderson vy Hassan 
not before May 1) 

Ihe Bowring Petroleum Co v The 
Commercial Union Assce Co Id 
act (s o generally) 

In re Robert Stephenson & Co Id 
Poole v The Company adjd 
sumns (with witnesses) (s o 
until further order) 

Norton v Gillespie and anr act 
s o Easter) 

Gillette Safety Razor Co v The 
Anglo-American Trading Co ld 
act (fixed for March 20, sub 
ject to anything pt hd) 

Cumming v Woodard act 

Martin v Wilkes act (not 
Easter) 

li the Matter of the Patents and 
Designs Act 1907 and In the 
Matter of Taylor’s Patent No. 
28475 of 1904 (action without 
witnesses) for revocation (s o 
leave to restore) 

Gardner v Iredale act pt hd 

Creswell v London and Westmin 
ster Loan and Discount Co act 
and counter-claim (s o till fur 
ther order) 

Chaplin vy 


(5 0 


act (s oO 


befc re 


Braham Barnett act 


(fixed for March 18) 
Harman v The Takinto Oil Co ld 
act (not before March 11) 


In re Groom’s Settlement (Groom 
and ors v Rawson and anr act 
(s o for 10 days after answers to 
interrogatories filed) 

In re The Ibo Investment Trust 
Id Wyler v The Company adjd 
sumns (with witnesses) (fixed 
for March 5) 


3uckley v Joseph Shaw & Co ld 
and Farnhill & Hurst ld act 
(s o not before March 11) 

Sinnott vy Bowden act 

Atkins v Atkins act 

Nantyglo & Blaina Ironworks Co 
ld v Wallace act and counter- 
claim 

Shinner v Howell act and coun- 
ter-claim 

In re Richard Tilsley dec 
and ors v Tilsley and anr 
(Feb 27) 


Trantner v Patmore 


Whitby 
act 


act 
sefore Mr. Justice Eve. 
Retained by Order. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 


Attorney-Gen v Mayor &c of Shef- 
field act 


Short Bros ld v Wearmouth Coal 
Co ld ‘'Wearmouth Coal Co v 
Webster third party issue 


National Standard Life 
act and coun- 


Jowett v 
Assce Corpn Id 
ter-claim 


Further Considerations. 


Hamer v Pareezer 
temington v Bulman 


Causes for Trial without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses. 

In re Walton Turner dec Brooks- 
bank v Turner two procedure 
summonses 

Ashburton v De la Warr tvo adja 
notices 

Cartland v Houston adjd notice 

Scott v Scott adjd sumns (s 0) 

In re Southwell dec Carter v 
Hungerford adjd sumns 

In re Campbell dee Cook vy Camp 
bell (two adjd notices) 

In re W T Elgar dec In re Kidd’s 
Settlement In re Jucke’s Set 
tlement Andrus v Kidd adjd 
sumns 

Roneo ld vy The Duplicating Ink 
and Chemical Co motn for 
judgt (short) 

Sheard v Dickeson act 

Searle v Sanford adjd sumns 


In re Dulcote Leather Board Co 


Bishop v The Company adjd 
sumns 
In re Cavendish Grosvenor y 


Butler 

In re Hobson 
adjd sumns 

In re Thames Ironworks, &e ('o 
Farrer v The Company adjd 
sumns 

In re Bonacina dec Le Brassin 
v Bonacina adjd sumns 

In re Rawson’s Estate Toomey y 
Rawson adjd sumns 


adjd sumns 


Barwick v_ Holt 


In re Sir E. Palmer’s Estate 
Palmer v Cassel adjd sumns 
In re Bates dec Guy v Bates 


adjd sumns 

In re Atlay dec 
adjd sumns 
3arton v United Kingdom Savings 
Investment Corpn Id act 

In re Marsden’s Estate Marsden 
v Marsden adjd sumns 


Atlay v Atlay 


In re Seton-Karr dec Seton y 
Seton adjd sumns 

In re Same Same v Same adjd 
sumns 

In re Harvey’s Settlement Raw- 


lings v McNeil adjd sumns 

In re Schirer (otherwise Schaerer) 
dec Wetter v Schiirer adjd 
sumns 

In re T H Brinckman’s Settled 
Estates In re Settled Land 
Acts 1882 to 1890 adjd sumns 

In re C E Goad dec Goad v Goad 
adjd sumns 

In re Lady Moncreiffe’s Estate 
Lady Butler v Moncreiffe adjd 
sumns 

In re Brooks dec 
Brooks adjd sumns 

In re E. Lubbock’s Settled Estates 
In re Settled Land Acts adjd 
sumns 

In re Piza Barnett’s Contract and 
V and P Act 1874 adjd sumns 

In re Ashby’s Trusts Grimwood v 
Ashby adjd sumns 

In re William McIlroy ld and the 
Mayor &c of Croydon and _ In 


Brooks V 


re the Vendor and Purchase 
Act 1874 adjd sumns : 
In re Covil dec Covil v Covil 


adjd sumns 








. ° e 
Winding-up Notices. 
, London Gazette,—FRIDAY, Feb. 23. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lowirep ry OmanoreyY. 

A. P. Hirst & Co, Lrp (In VoLUNTARY LIQUuIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Mar 9, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Wilfred Harold Copley, Moorgate st, Rotherham, liquidator. ’ 

ADAMANT LINING Co, Ltp (IN VOLUNTARY L:QUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on 
or b fore Mar 15, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Thomas Haworth, 13, Finsbury circus, liquidator. i 

AFRICAN TRANS-CONTINENTAL TELEGRAPH Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on oF 
before April 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 


debts or claims, to Percy Johnstone Baird, 2, London Wall b‘dgs. 


Mincing !n, solors to the liquidator. 


Coward & Co, 


BELL RANGE AND FouNDRY Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 8, to 
send their names and addresses and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Fred Kilby, Drury chmbrs, Market sq, Northampton, liquidator. : 

DUNCAN MACDONALD & Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before April 4, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to lhos. A. 


Large, 68, Culeman st. 


Bennett & Ferris, Coleman st, solors to the liquidator. 


EAST PAwK (UULL) SKATING RINK Co., Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 12, 


directed to be heard at Kingston upon Hull Mar 7. 

Notice of appearing must reach the above named 
not later tnan 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Mar{6. 

ECKINGTON UNIONIST CLUB, Ltp—Creditors are required 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claim», 


Land of Green Ginger, Hull, solors. 


T. & A. Priestman, Crown chimbrs, 


30, to 
to 


on or before Mar 


Ernest Weston, Harthead chmbrs, Sheffield, liquidator. om 
FRED 8. BRIER, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 8, to send their names 
and addresses, and the [particulars of their debts or claims, to Oliver Sunderland, 


15, Eastcheap, liquidator. 


GARDENIA RESTAURANT, Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 19, direc‘ed to be 


heard Mar 5. 


Mar 4. 


Ballantyne & Co, 150, Leadenhall st, solora for the petnrs. 
appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon 


Notice of 
of 


H. L. Lituey & Co, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before April 10, to send theit 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Herbert 


Rock, 25, Lord st, Liverpool, liquidator. 


HASTINGS, ST. LEONARDS AND BEXHILL BILL PosTING AND ADVERTISING Co, 


LTD. 


Creditors are required, on or before Mar 12, to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederic Hall, Bouverie chubrs, Folkestone, 


liqui .atur 
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Hupson BAY AND PAciFic RAILWAY DEVELOPMENT (0, LTD.—Petn for winding up, 
presented Feb 21, directed to be heard Mar 5. Corbonld & Vo, 1, Henrietta st, 
Cavendish sq, solors for the petnr:. Notice of appearing must reach the above vamed 
not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Mar 4. 

HYGIENIC SYPHON Co (1910), Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 16, directed 
to be heard Mar5 Kenneth & Co, Lennox House, Norfolk st, Strand, solors for the 
petnr. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in 
the afternoon of Mar 4 

LANCASTERS (CRAVEN), LTD, Skipton & Settle.—Creditors are required, on or before 
Mar 20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or” 
claims to Charles Henry Best, Swadford chmbrs, Skipton, liquidator 

LOZELLS INVESTMENT AND BUILDING SocrkTy, LtD—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 
2, directed to be heard at the Court House, Corporation st, Birmingham, at 10.30 
Thomas & Co, 29, Temple row, Birmingham, solors for the petnrs. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 
Mar 13. 

OAKES & Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 26, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harry Meredith, 208, Gres- 
ham House, Old Broad st, liquidator. ° 

8. C. A. R. (LONDON) LtD—Creditorg are required, on or before Mar. 16, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Howell 
Hovey, 1 & 2, Great Winchester st, liquidator. 

8$:COND DELTA Trust, LtD—Creditors are required, on or before Mar. 30, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts and claims, to Lomas & Pasfield, 
39-41, New Broad st, liquidators. 

T. P. LLloyD GREENWOOD & Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Mar. 13, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. Edward 
Joseph Palmer, 56, Moorgate st, liquidator. 


London Gazette,—TUESDAY, Feb. 27. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED In CHANCERY. 

30LTON SKATING RINK Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before April 6, to send 
their names and addresses and particulars of their debts or claims, to James Carter, 
14, Wood st, Bolton. Russell & Russell, Bolton, solors for the liquidator. 

C.F. Company, Ltp.—Petn for winaing up, presented Feb 23, directed to be heard 
Mar 12 Lempriere & Hunter, 61 and 62, Lincoln's inn fields, solora for the petnrs. | 
Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the | 
afternoon of Mar 11 | 





City OF LONDON SECURITIES AND INVKSTMEMT CORPORATION, L.Tp.—Creditors are \¢ 


required, on or before Mar 28, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of | 
their debts or claims, to Arthur Edward Davis, 1, St Swithin’s In, liquidator, 

COMPENSATION AND GUARANTEE FUND, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar | 
30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims to 
Frederick Murgatroyd, Duchy chmbrs, Clarence st, Manchester, liquidator. 

EAGLEHAWK CONSOLIDATED GoLD MINING Co, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)— 
Creditors are required, on or before Mar 11, to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars ot their debts or claims to James Durie Pattullo, 65, London Wall, 
liquidator. 

GROSVENOR CLUB SYNDICATE, LtD—Petn for winding up, presented Feb. 22, directed to 
be heard Mar 12 Savage & Co, 27, Chancery ln, solors for the petnrs. Notice of 
os must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 
Mar 11. 

HARRIS THE SIGN Kino Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 4, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to F. T. Harris, 
178, High rd, Kilburn, liquidator. % 

J. D. PITCHER AND Son, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 27, to send their | 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Keens, 
63, Queen Victoria et Morton & Patterson, 10, Old Jewry chmbrs, solors to the 
liquidator. 

Porg & Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 22, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or dlaims, to E H. Hawkins (Poppleton 
& Co), 4, Charterhouse sq, liquidator. 

BEVILLE COLLIERIE4, LTD—Cr-ditors are required, on or before Mar 30, to send in their 
names and addresses, andthe particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry Baker, 18, 
Booth st, Manchester, liquidator. 

T. CLEMMons & Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on «r before Mar 16, to send their 
rames and addresses. and the particulars of their debts or clains, to Charles Henry | 
McPherson, 35, Newhall st, Birminghim. Rowlands & Co, solors for the liquidator. 

WOOLMER HYGIENIC LAUNDKY Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before April 6, 
to send in their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Thomas Douglas Robson Kent, High Park rd, Farnham, liquidator. 

















The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales, 


March 7.—Mersrs. H. E, Foster & Cranviep, at the Mart, at 2: Reversions, 
nes Rent Charge, Policies of Assurance, dc, (see advertisement, back paze, 
18 week), 


March 7.—Messrs. J. A. & W. Taarp, at the Mart, at 2: Freeho!d Ground Renta (see 
advertisement, back page, Feb. 24. 


March 20.—Messre. Davin J. Cuarrett & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Groud 
Rent (see advertisement, back page, Feb. 24). 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Craim. 
London Gazette.—Fatpax, Feb. 9, 


Bracxnonne, Ann, Norwood, Surrey March 7 Barber and Another v Blackborne 
Joyce, J Hutchinson, Eldon st 

Gazrnexasa, Getty, Chislehurst, Kent, Upholsterer March 16 Hennessy v (reen- 
graces and Another, Joyce,J Berry, Cheapside 

Hoox, Wittiam Gaavas, Bridgwater, Somerset, Tailor March 12 Hook v Lockyer 
Warrington, J Bishop, Bridgwater 


London Gazette.—Tuxepay, Feb. 13. 


Haevr, Witt1am, Rawmarsh, Yorks March 14 Hague and Others y Hague, Parker, J 
Payne, Chancery ln 





Lond n Gazette.—Fruay, Feb. 16. 


Ectrort, Srepuex, Swanwick, Derby, Hosiery Manufacturer March 21 Clifford v 
Elliott, Swinfen Kady and Nevilie, JJ Clifford & Cliffords, Derby ‘ 

Wittiams, Samoxt, Mevagiesey, Cornwall, Builder March 22 Johnston v Williams 
and Another, Joyce, J Ooode, St A szell 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 20. 


Coitzy, S.r Eowrw Henry Hayrer, Kelvedon, Ersox March 16 Pike v Collen, Master 
Prior, Royal Courts Ryde, Clement’s inn, Strand 


London Gazette,—Frivay, Feb, 23. 


Henson, Wittiam, Peterborough Aprill John LeFevre & Soa v Henson, Joyce, J 
Sturton, Peterborough 

Horg, Jonn Coorgx, Newcastle upon Tyne, Builder March 28 Locke & Co v Hope 
and Others, Neville, J Smith, Liacoln’s inn fields 


London Gazette.—Tusspay, Feb. 27. 


Brorsenrs, Witttam Henry, Nelidale rd, Rotherhithe, Meat Carrior April 3 Brothers 
and Another v Hazell, Neville, J Witty & Co, Fenchurch bldgs 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Crain, 
London Gazette.—Frtway, Feb, 23 


ASHLEY, JOHN, Walton, Liverpool Mar 30 Masters & Venables, Liverpool 

BLESS, ALFRED HEREWYT DE, St James’ ct April15 Tamplin & Co, Fenchurch st 

BROOKE, CHARLES EDWARD, Vassall rd, Kennington Mar 25 Freeman & Son, George 
st, Hanover eq 

BUCHEL, CH4RLES, Brighton Mar 30 Harker & Sone, Brighton 

BuRGESS, WILLIAM, East Woodhay, Berns Mar20 Leader. Newbury 

ER, ALBERT, blackpool Mar 6 Heap & Heap, Br.dford 

TLER, LUCY, Wokingham, Berks March 25 May, Wokingnam 

COATES, MARY ELIZABETH, Stockton on Tees Mar.8 Wethey, Middlesbrough 

Cook, LAURA MARY, Ashley gdns, Victoria st, Westminster Mar 21 Hupgood & 
Dowsons, Spring gd 8 

CooPER, JOSEP, Bowral, New South Wlaes, Grazier Mar 25 Neave & Co, 222, Strand 

CossER, ELLEN Pascok, Alexander rd, Upper Holloway Mar 30 Eagleton & Sons, 
Chancery In 

)RACKNELL, ANN, Enfield, Middlesex Mar 38) Vanderpump, Enfield ‘Town, 
Middlesex 

DARBY, JAmes, Cookham Dean. Berks April 10 Rivington & Son, Fenchurch bldgs 






| EVEKSHED, RoBEeRT, Coolham, Sussex, Farmer Mar 23 Covle & Haddock, Horsham 


FISHFR, GEORGE, Combe Down, nr Bath April 20 Chesterman & Sous, Bath 
FRANK, MARGARET, York Apr.19 Crombie & Sons, York 
FULK, GEORGE, Haslemere, Surrey, Grover April 3 Owtram, Haslemere 


| GATES, MARY ANN, Derinton 1d, Tooting Mar25 Whitfield, Surrey st 
| GIFFORD, the Right Hon EpRIC FREDEKIC GIFFORD BARON, VC, Chichester, Sussex 


April '0 Coward & Co, Mincing In 

GREAVES, WILLIAM HENRY, Bearwoo', Smethwick, Staffs, Coal Merchant Mar 23 
Kotteley & Sharp, Birmingham 

GRIMSHAW, EDWARD JAMES, Huyton, Lancs. Land Surveyor Mar25 Peace and Darling- 
ton, Wigan 

HARBEN, Sir HENRY, Fellows rd, Hampstead April4 Parnard & Tay’or, Lincoln's ion 
nelds 

HARRI®, the Rev WILLIAM HENRY, Teddington Mar 22 Miles, Theobalds rd 

HEWETSON, Resecoa JANE, Borriskill, ur Maryport, Cumberland Mar 23 Crerar, 
Maryport 

HOLDEN, JOHN, O:waldtwistle, Lancs April 1 Reddish, Blackburn 

JESSETT, MoNTAGUE GEORGE, Enfield, Middlesex, Solicitor Mar 22 Grant, Laurence 
Pouxtney hill 

JOHNSON, BRUCE HOLLAWELL, Croydon April 4 Boydell, South sq, Gray's inn 

JOHNSON, THOMAS SANDS, Ulverston, Lancs April8 Johnson & Son, Liverpool 

Jones, GRACE, Claphamrd Aprill2 Le:is, Chancery In 

Law, JOHN, Fleetwood, forthwith requested to send particulars to Lockwood, Black- 
p ol 


| LAWRENCE, STEPUEN, Lee on the Solent, Southampton Mar 24 Gillson, Fareham 


Hants 

LEACH, WILLIAM, Truro Maril9 Smith & Co, Truro. 

LEECE, WILLIAM SAWRRY, Fleetwood, Lancs Mar 22 Gaulter, Fleetwood 

LEWIS, Sir GEORGE HENRY, Portland pl Mar 30 Lewis & Lewis, Ely pl 

Lowcock, JOSEPH, Gilliag, nr Richmond, Yorks Mar 23 WB & C Hunton, Richmond, 
Yorks 

LUCAS, CHARLES DUNCAN, Salisbury, Wilts Mar 31 Robins & Co, Lincoln's inn flel?s 

Mo3RATH, MARIA, Sutton, Surrey April 2 Shuttleworth & Dallas, Preston 

MUSPRATT, SUSANNA Lett, Tierney rd, Streatham Hill Mar 30 Nicholson & Co, Wath 
upon Dearne, nr Rotherham 

NEVILLE, RICHARD BALLINGALL, Penrith, Bank Manager Mar 27 Littl: & Lamonby, 
Penrith ° 

NORGAARD E .IZABETH Harrison, Newcastle upon Tyne Mar 28 Mabine & Co, South 
Shields 

OLDHAM. Lieut-Co’onel BENJAMIN CURWEN, Osborne, Isle of Wight Mar 20 Hubbard 
& Shepard, Chancery In 

PARKIN, WILLIAM HUGH, Barton, Westmorland Mar 27 Little & | amonby, Penrith 

PAVITT, OSCAR PEKTER LORD, Cen'ral Meat Murket, Meat Salesman Mar 25 Davey, 
Essex st. Strand 

PRESTON, JOSEPH CLASSON, Heath Hurst rd, Hampstead April10 Piesse & Sons, O:d 
Jewry chmbrs 

PROUDFOOT, ARTHUR, Northumberland, Agent Mar 20 Twedde1l, Newcastle upon 
Tyne 

RICHARDS, CLARA JANE Egham, Surrey Mar 25 Brett, Egham 

ROBERTSON-SHERSBY, EMMA SopPHIA, Hilda rd, Brixton Mar 30 Eagleton & Sons, 
Chancery In 

Rosson, HARRY, Heaton Moor, Lancs, Justices’ Clerk Mar 23 Hockin & Co, Man- 
chester 

SEARS, HARRIET LEILA, Liverpool Mar 26 Laces & Co, Liverpool 

SEATON, FRANCIS JEREMIAH, Eydon, Northampton Mar 30 Fortescue & Sons, Ban- 
bury, Oxon 

SMITH, WILLIAM JOSHUA, Brighton, Bookseller April 20 Stevens & Son, Brighton 

SPICER, KENNETT, Rochester Mar 25 Bassett & Boucher, Rochester 

STEVENSON, JOHN, Leamington Spa, Carriage Minufacturee Mar 30 Large & Major, 
Leamington Spa 

a GEORGE, Hadham, Hertford April 2 Richardson & Co, Much Hadham, 

erts 

TRUMPER, ISABELLA CHRISTINA, Craven ter, Ealing Mar 19 Beachcroft & Co, Theo- 
bald’s rd 

TRURO, Right Hon ALice HARF, BARONESS, Hayes, Middix April 3 Withers & Co, 
Arundel st, Strand 

WILDIG, ELIZABETH, West Hightown, Manchester April 18 Farrar & Co, Man- 
chester 

WILLIAMS, ANTHONY Carr, Sunderland Mar 31 Bain & Hanna, Sunderland 

WITHERS, JosEru, West Ham In, Stratford, Essex, Pawnbroker May 1 Withers, High 
Holborn 

W-.OLFRYES, Sir JoHN ANDREWS, Wells, Somerset Mar 21 Hopgood & Dowsons, 
Spring gdus 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Feb. 28. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Banwes, Cuanies, Pontywain, Mon, Grocer, Newport 
Mon Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 21 

Breastey, Joux, Russell ey, Cab Proprietor High Court 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Benoxe, Atoert Hevery, Liverpool, Hemp Merchant 
Laverpool Pet Feb 1 Ord Feb 20 

Bowvus, Antuva, Enfield, Cierk Edmonton Pet Oct 27 
Ord Feb 19 ; 

Case, Warrer Tucker, Newport, Mon, Buil’er Newport 
Mon Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Cirpunsky, Isaac, Sunderland, General Dealer Sunder- 
land Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 2 

Cotipaayp & Co, Messrs, Gloucester 1d, Kensington, Au 
tioneers High Court Pct Jan 26 (Ord Feb 20 

Couns, EviZanetsa, Oakwood ay, Lewis rd, Mitcham 
Crogdon Pet Jan8 Ord Feb 20 

Caosny, Janes, Huyton, Lancs, Wheelwright Liverpool 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Currier, Epitn Lavixia, Winton, Bournemouth Poole 
Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Davipsox, Tuomas, Penrith, Grocer Carlisle Pet Feb 21 
Ord Feb 21 

Davins, Witttam James, Hereford, Grocer’s Assistant 

-~ggHereford Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Deas, Cuantes Dennis, Wakefield, Innkeeper Wake- 
field Pet Feb 19 Ori Feb 19 

Evi, Cuaanes, Sheffield, Stock Broker Sheffield Pet 
Feb 1 Ord Feb 20 

Faaneuam, Wittiam, Norwich, Baker Norwich Pet Feb 
5 Ord Feb 19 

Gatiey, Janes, Timperley, Cheshire, Cattle Dealer Man- 
chester Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Gaay, Arann, Dagenham, Essex, Builder Chelmsford 
Pet Jan 27 Ord Feb 21 

Hayvwoop, Fasp, Manchester, Yarn Agent Manchester 
PetJan 27 Ord Feb 19 P 

Bo.ncaort, Josera, Hanley, Coal Merchant Hanley Pet 
Feb9 Ord Feb 20 ; 

James, WitttaM, Cacrau, Maesteg, Glam, Collier Cardiff 
Pet Feb 9 Ord Feb 19 

Jonas, Davin Paver, Morriston, Swansea, Millwright 
Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Jounrs, Evax,and Cuaarces Penry, Mertbyr Ts dfil, Builders 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

Joszru, Groras, Abercynon, Glam, Provision Merchant 
Pontypridd Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 2 

Kixows.., Hewny, Lee Mill Bridge, nr Ivybridge, Devon, 
Haulier Piymouth Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Laws, Horace Jauns, Rumburgh, Suffolk, Dealer 
Yarmouth Pet Febuvl Ord Feb 21 


Great 


Lawrence, Atragp, Portland rd, South Norwood, Builder | 


Croydon Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 
Lear, Wii.14M, Mercers rd, Holloway, Working Jeweller 
High Court Pet Feb2l Ord Feb 21 


Leorovo, I, High rd, Kilburn, Bristle Dresser High Court | 


Pet Jan 31 Ord Feb 21 

Mack, Josrru, Store st, Tottenbam Court rd, Professional 
Billiard Player High Court Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Maswisc, C, Bethnal Green rd, Umbrella Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 21 

Mocreasr, J, Eagle st, Holborn High Court Pet Nov 16 
Ord Feb 21 


Ropeats, Wittiam, Blaenau Festiniog, Merionethshire, | 


Joiner Portmadoc Pet Feb20 Ord Feb 20 

Rossssvurea, Josera, Rye in, Peckham, Tailor High Court 
Pet Jan 30 O:d Feb 19 , 

Rowtanp, Tom, Wincanton, Somerset, Dealer 
Pet Febi9 Ord Feb 19 

Saaveunessy, Atvarp, Stretford, Lancs, Copper Plate 
Engrever BSaiford Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

Suitu, Sipszy Haray, Hastings, Newsagent, Hastings 
Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb ily 

Surton Baoraxas, Swancea, Automobile Eagineers Swan- 
sea Pet Feb 9 Ord Feb 21 

Tiutey, Eanest Wittiam Mouynxeux, Runcorn, Chester, 
Licensed Victualier Warrington Pet Feb 19 Ord 
Feb 19 

Tucken, Jane, Bridgend, Glam Cardiff Pet Feb 19 Ord 
Feb 19 


Yeovil 


Ware, Wit11am, Leeds, Gold Beater Leeds Pet Feb 19 
Ord Feb 19 
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Wittey, Hersert Jonn, Sheffield, -Milliner High Court Crocker, Jonatuaw Atragp, Dover st High Court 


Pet Jan 2 Ord Feb 19 


FIR3T MEETINGS. 


Attsor, Faaxx, Hassop, nr Bakewell, Derby, Farmer 
Mar 5 at 12 Off Ree, 5, Vietoria bidgs, London rd, 
Derby 

Avustrx, Georce Atnzrt, Newport, Mon, Watchmaker and 
Jeweller Mar 2 at il Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, 
Newport, Mon 

Beasvey, Jonn, Russell sq, Cab Proprietor 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey_st 

Bexcxe, Atserr Henry, Liverpool, Hemp Merchant 
Mar 12 at 11 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Live | 

Cons, W Sexey, Mill Hill Park, Middl+, Laundry Pro- 
prietor Mar 4 at 12 Off Rec, 14, Redford row 

Cotieerax, Messrs and Co, Gloucester rd, 5 Kensin:ton, 

2 Auctioneers Mar 4 atl ee aed bligs, Carey st 

Davies, Rosser Liuewettyy, Pontardawe, Glam, Collier 
Mar 2atil Off Rec, Government bldgs, St Mary's st, 
Swansea 

Dean, Caartes Dewnts, Wakefield, Innkeeper Mar 4 at 11 
Of Rec, 21, King st, Wakefield 

Dowson, Grorce Witte Coveapace, Laxfield, Suffolk, 
Poultry Keeper Mar5at 12.15 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Fuctier, Gzorce Henay, Liandilo, Cabinet Maker Mar 5 
atl2 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Giesox, Parkty, Barrow in Furness, Builder Mar 5 at 
11.15 Off Ree, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 

Gray, Atraro, Dagenham, Essex, Builder Mar 5 at 3 
Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

Homes, Attay, Grimeby, Fish Fryer Mar 2 at 11 Off 
Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Great Grimsby 

Jort, 8 J, Amhurst park, Cigar Merchant Mard4at3 Off 
Ree, 14, Bedford row 

Jonrs, Evay, and Cuaries Penry, Merthyr Tydfil, Builders 
Mar 5 at 12 Off Rec, County Court, Town Hall, 
Metbyr Tydfil - 

Josers, Grorer, Abercynon, Glam, Provision Merchant 
Mar 7 at 11.15 Off Rec, 8t Catherine’s chmbrs, St 
Catherine st, Pontypridd 

Kemp Bros, Market Drayton, Salop, Carriage Builders Mar 
4 at 12 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 

Lear, Wittiam, Mercers rd, Holloway, Working Jewel- 
ler Mar 5 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey su 

Leorotp, I, High rd, Kilburn, Bristle Dresser Mar 6 at 
11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Loss, Jonn Wartktxs, South Tawton, Devon, Farmer Mar 
6 at 330 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

Mack, Josepa, store st, Tottenhim Court rd, Professional 
Billiard Player Mar5 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bldgs 
Carey st 

Wawxnive, C., Bethnal Green rd, Umbrella Manu‘acturer 
Mar6ati Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Marruews, Jouw WiiitAM, Gatford, York, Cab Proprietor 
Maréat3 Off Rec, 21, King st, Wakefield 

Motreres, J., Eagie st, Holborn Mar5at11 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

Raxsom, Wittiam, The Butts, Brentford, Confectioner 
Mar 5 ati2 Off Ree, 14, Bedford row 

Rippue, Josera Henry, Moston, Manchester, Soap Boiler 
Mar 2 at 11 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Rosexpero, Josern, Rye ln, veckham, Tailor Mar 6 at 1 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Row tanp, Tom, Wincanton, Somerset, Dealer Mar 5 at 1 
Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury 

Svurrom Baos, Swansea, Automobile Engineers Mar 5 at 
11.30 Off Ree, Government bidgs, St Mary's st, 
Swanerea 

Wore, Witttam, Gold Beater Mar4at 11 Off Rec, 24, 
Bond st, Leeds 

Wiciey, Herserr Joux, Sheffield, Milliner Mar 7 at 1 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Woop, Vincent Lowatr, East Cowes, I of W, Drug Store 


Mar 4 at 11 


o Pet 7 9 a we ie qwaed _— 
rkosny, James, Huyton, Lancs, t Liverpool Pet 
Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 -_ 


| Cutter, Kprra Laviwta, Winton, Bournemouth Poole 


! 


Proprietor Mar 2 at 2 Off Rec, 93, High st, New- 


port, lof W 
ADJUDICATIONS, 


Brastey, Jouy, Colonnade, Russell sq, Cab Proprietor 
High Court Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 2u 

Baonsteixy, Sorry, High sc, Shoreditch, Wholesale 
Stationer High Court Pet Jan 2 Ord Feb 20 

Case, Waiter Tucker, Newport, Mon, Builder Newport, 
Mon Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

Cuapmay, Taomas Partirven, Great Winchester st, General 
Merchant High Court Pet Aug15 Ord Feb 19 

Covrrovux, Lieut G F, Gloucester ter, 8 Kensington High 
Court Pet Decl2 Ord Feb 2v 


Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Davipsox, Tuomas, Penrith, Grocer Carlisle Pet Feb 21 
Ord Feb 21 

Davies, Wittram James, Hereford, Grocer's’ Assistant 
Hereford Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

Dean, Caaaizs Dennis, Wakefield, Innkeeper § Wakefield 
Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

Dovetas, Percy SHouro (Marquess of Queensberry) 
Brook green High Court Pet Aug 10 Ord Feb 19 

Gartiey, James, Timperley, Cheshire, Cattle Dealer Man- 
chester Pet Feb 2) Ord Feb 20 

James, Wiittam, Caerau, Maesteg, Glam, Collier Cardiff 
Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Jones, Davin Paros, Morriston, Swansea, Millwright 
Swansea Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Jones, Evay, and Caarces Pewry, Merthyr Tydfil, Builders 
Merthyr Tydfil Pgt Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

Joseru, Groras, Abercynon, Glamorgan, Provision Mer- 
chant Postypridd Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Kelty, Jou~n Ottver Tuomas, Erdington, Warwick, 
~~ frm Contractor Birmiogham Pet Jan30 Ord 
‘eb 2 


Kixowett, Heavy, Lee Mill Bridge, nr Ivs bridge, Devon, 
Haulier Plymouth Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

Laws, Hosace James, Rumbargh. Soffolk, Dealer Great 
Yarmouth Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Lear, Witwiam, Mercers rd, Holloway, Working Jeweller 
High Court Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Mack, Josera, Store st, Tottenham Court rd, Professional 
Billiard Piayer High Court Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Orton, Cuagtes James WitviaAm, Ruckinge, Kent, Farmer 
Canterbury Pet Jan30 Ord Feb 17 

Roseats, Witi1aM, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, Joiner 
Portmadoc Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Rocers, Eowanp, Barnet, Herts, Licensed Victualler High 
Court Pet Decl Ord Feb 19 

Row.anp, Tom, Wincanton, Somerset, Dealer Yeovil Pet 
Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

SHAUGHNESSY, ALFRED, Stretford, Lancs, Copperplate Ea- 
graver Salford Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

SMITH, SIDNEY HaRRyY, Hastings, Newsagent 
Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

TILLEY, ERNEST WILLIAM MOLYNEUX, Runcorn, Chester, 
Licensed Vic ualler Warrington Pet Feb 19 Ord 
Feb 19 

TUCKER, JANE, Bridgend,Glam Curdiff Pet Feb 19 Ord 
Feb 19 


Hastings 


WHITE, WILLIAM, Leeds, Gold Beater Leeis Pet Feb 19 
Ord Feb 19 


Amended Notice subs‘ i‘uted for that pulished in the 
London Gazette of Jan 30: 


HvUpsoN, JOHN CLARE, Thornton by Horncastle, Lincoln 
Lincoln Pet Dec22 Ord Jan 27 


ADJUDIC\ATIONS ANNULLED. 
Aston, Henry, Birmingham, Tool Maker 
Adjad Dee 15,1905 Annal Feb 14, 1912 
FRETWKLL, WILLIAM C, Fenchurch st, Builder High 
Court Adjud Jan 26, 1894 Annul Fcb 14, 1912 


London Gazette.—TURSDAY, Feb. 27. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ACKERLEY, WILLIAM JAMES, Altrincham, Coal Dealer 
Manchester Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 
ADAMS, GEORGE WILLIAM, Fairburn, nr Ferrybridge, 
Yorks, Wheelwright Wasefield Pet Feb 23 Orc 
‘eb 


Birmingham 


Feb 23 

Amos, JOHN HENRY, Bolton, Lancs, Smallware Dealer 
Bolton Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 2z 

BECKWITH, HENRY WILLIAM, Huddersfield, Carver 
Huddersfield Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 

BLAKE, CHARLES, Plympton, Devon, Dairyman Plymouth 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

BRINDLE, JANE, Chorley, Lancs Bolton. Pet Feb 21 Ord 
Feb 21 

BRISTOW, JOHN, Stanmore st, Caledonian rd, Potato Sales- 
man High Court Pet Feb24 Ord Feb 2: 

Coover, JosEPH, Wolverhampton, Painter Wolverhamp- 
ton Pet Feb23 Ord Feb 23 

DICK#RS, PERCY SAMUEL, Pyrton, Oxford, Farmer Ayles- 
bury Pet Feb2z4 Ord Feb 24 

HANCOCK, WILLIAM NorTH, Deal, Fly Proprietor Canter- 
bury Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 











THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


=<, 


MooRGatTtzE 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED IN i890. 


SrRanT, LONDON, 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 6§0 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settied by Counsel, will be sent 


On spplicatjon. 


The Corporation has extended its operations, and, in addition to Licenses Insuranoe, now covers 


risks in connection with :—Fire, Consequential Loss, Burglary, Workmen’s Compensation, 
Fidelity Guarantee, Third Party, etc., under a perfeoted Pooling system of Insurance. 








APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 








it 
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LAW 


INSURANCE 
No. 114, Chancery Lane, 


BON DS—The Directors desire to specially draw the attention of the Legal Profession to the fact that the Fidelity 

a Guarantee Bonds of this Society are accepted by His Majesty’s Government and in the High Court of Justice. 

Fire. Personal Accident and Disease. Burglary. Fidelity Guarantee. Workmen's Compensation, including 
Domestic Servants, Property Owners’ Indemnity. Third Party. Plate Glass. 


DIRECTORS— 
CHARLES PLUMPTRE JOHNSON, Esq.. J.P., Chairman (f rmerly of Johnson, Raymond-Barker & Co., Lincoln's Inn). 
ROMER WILLIAMS, Esq., D.L., J.P. Vice-Chairman (Williams & James), Norfolk House, Thames Embankment. 





FIRE 


SOCIETY Lr, 
London, W.C., 














GEORGE FRANCIS BERNEY, Esq. (Corsellis & Berney), Lincoln’s Inn Fields, Sir RICHARD NICHOLSON (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne's Gate, 
H. D. BEWES, Esq. (Bewes & Dickinson), Stonehouse, Plymouth. Westminster. 
L. C. CHOLMELEY, Esq. (Frere, Cholmeley & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields. WILLIAM NOCTON, Esgq., D.L., J.P. (Nocton & Sons), Great Marlborough Street. 
EDMUND FRANCIS BLAKE CHURCH, Esq. (Church, Adams & Prior), Bedford Row.) RONALD PEAKE, Feq. (Peake, Bird, Collins & Co.), Bedford Row. 
F. E. E. FAREBROTHER, Esq. (Fladgate & Co.), Craig's Court, Charing Cross. JOHN DOUGLAS PEEL, Feq. (Morrell, fon & Peel), Oxford. 

ENRY LEFEVRE FARRER, Esq. (Farrer & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields, THOMAS RAWLE, Eeq. (Rawle, Johnstone & Co.), Bedford Row. 


E. 8. FREELAND, Esq. (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne’s Gate,| J. E. W. RIDER, Esq. (Rider, Heaton & Wigram), Lincoln's Inn. — 
GEORGE L. STEWART, Esq. (Lee & Pembertons), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 








Westminster. 
C, W. GRAHAM, Esq. (Lawrence, Graham & Co.), Lincoln’s Inn. The Right Hon. LORD STRATHEDEN AND CAMPBELL, Bruton Street, 
Ww. A. T. o WEs, | (Hallowes & Carter), Bedford Row, J. PERCEVAL TATHAM, Esq, (Tatham & Procter), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
ated ft +R > eae, £ ee — — Pell), Bebteod B R, W. TWEEDIE, Esq. (A. F. & R. W. Tweedie), Lincoln's Inn Fields, 
5 -(formerly . Carleton Holmes, Bon. e 0 Ow. E .MO t teq. (W & Co. incoln’s Inn. 
Fitawois REGESATD JAMO Ea" Gwyeny Sue Boa Teer , MALOU Walkens, Be. (water 2 Ol Lees 
HARRY W. LEE, Esq. (Lee, Bolton & Lee), The Sanctuary, Westminster, ghee “m deggie gy . _— . 
DILLON R. L. Lows, Fon (Lowe & Co,), Temple Gardens. E. H. WHITEHEAD, Esq, (Burch, Whitehead & Davidsons), Spring Gardens. 
FREDERICK STUART MORGAN, Esq. (Saxton & Morgan), Somerset Street. E. TREVOR LL, WILLIAMS, Exq., J.P., Temple Bar House, Fleet Street. 
SECRETARY—H. T. OWEN LEGGATT. ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E. C. WHITE. 


This Society, consequent on its close connection with, and exceptional experience of the requirements of, the Legal Profession, INVITBS 
APPLICATIONS FOR AGENCIES FROM SOLICITORS, TO WHOM IT 1S ABLE TO OFFER SPECIAL PACILITIES for the transaction of Insurance 

siness on the most favourable terms. It enjoys the highest reputation for prompt and liberal settlement of claims. Prospectuses and Pro 
Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Office, The business of the Society is confined to the United Kingdom, and the security 
offered to the Policy Holders is unsurpassed by any of the leading Insurance Companies. 








HARRIS, LAWRENCE, Liverpool High Court Pet Dec 20 | SworpER, JoHN CHARLES, Buntingford, Herts, Market | Davies, WILLIAM JAMES, Hereford, Grocer’s Assistant 





Ord Feb 23 | Gardener Cambridge Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 Mar 6 at 17.30 2, Offa st, Hereford 
HAVARD, Lewis, Lianelly. Provision Merchant Carmar- | SYKEs, PERCY STANLEY, Broad st av, Chartered Accountant | EDWARDS, SAMUEL, Newbridge, Mon, Builder Mar 6 at 12 
then Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 | High Court Pet Jan 26 Ord Feb 22 Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 
HoLpEN, MARY, Blackburn, Manager Blackburn Pet Feb | Tate, HANNAH CHRISTIANA, Knottingley, Yorks Wake- | ELLIS, CHARLES, Sheffield, Stock Broker Mar6at 12 Off 
22 Ord Feb 22 fleld Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 
HOLDEN, RIcHARD, Blackburn, Wall-paper Stainer’s FIRST MEETINGS. FRANKE, PAUL, Fallowfield, Manchester, Commercial 
Manager Blackburn Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 Bonus, ARTHUR, Bushhill Park, Enfie!d, Clerk Mar 7 at 12 Clerk Mar 6 at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
JonES, THOMAS, Hirwain, Glam, Engi e Driver Aberdare Off Rec, 14, Bedford row FRANSHAM, WILLIAM, Norw’ch, Baker Mar 6 at 3 Off 
Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 3RISTOW, JOHN, Stanmore st, Caledonian rd, Potato Re*, 8, King st, Norwich 
MAWER, JOHN GEORGE, Guisborough, Yorks, Butcher Salesman Mar 8at 11 Bankruptey bldgs, Car y st | GATLEY, JAMES, Timperley, Cheshire, Cattle Dealer Mar 
Stockton on Tees Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 CASE, WALTER TUCKER, Newport, Mon, Builder Mar 6 6at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
NosLk, BENJAMIN, sen, ani NoBLE, BENJAMIN, jun, atll Orf Rec, 144, Commercial s', New sort, Mon HARRIS, LAWRENCE, Liverpool Mar7 at 12 Bankruptcy 
Uppingham, Rutland, Grasiers, Leicester Pet Feb CoLLIn, ELIZABETH Lewis rd, Mitcham, Spinster Mar 6 bldgs, Carey st 
22 Ord Feb 23 at3 132, York rd Westminster Bridge rd JAMES, WILLIAM, Caerau, Maesteg, Glam, Collier Mar 6 
OAKFS, ERNEST, Perth rd, Stroud Green High Court Pet Cooper, JosErpH, Wolverhampton, Painter Mar 8 at 12 at 3 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 
Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 Off Rec, Wolverhampton JENKI&S, ALFRED, Abergavenny, Mon, Wine Merchant 
OAKLEY, WALTER, Clapham Park rd, Tobacco Dealer | Cooper, WILLIAM JOHN, Bristol, Baker Mar 6 at 11.45 Mar 7 at 11.45 Nevill Rooms, Nevill et, Abergavenny, 
Wandsworth Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 22 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol Mon 
RIMMER, WILLIAM JOHN WALKER, jun, Slaithwaite, Yorks, | Crospy, JAMES, Huyton, Lancs, Wheelwright Mar6at 11 | Jonrs, JouN, Clydach, Glam, Rollerman Mar 7 at ll 
Slater Huddersfield Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 Off Rec, 85, Victoria st, Liverpool Off Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary's st, Swansea 
ROBERTS, EDITH HAMILTON WYNNE, Granville pl, Port- | Crowson, DANIEL, Market Deeping, Northampton, Builder | KINGWEL’., HENRY, Le> Mill Bridge, nr Ivybridge, Devon, 
man sq High Court Pet Jan 18 Ord Feb 22 Mar 8 at 11 Law Courts, Peterborough Haulier Mar 7 at 8.80 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 
Ropers, JOHN COLE, Glastonbury, Jeweller Wells Pet | Curier, EpitH LAVINIA, Winton, Bournemouth, Painter | LAWN, HorAcE JAMES, Rumburgh, Suffolk, Dealer Mar 
Feb 23 Ord Feb °3 Mar 6 at 3.30 Arcade chmbrs (first floor), Bourne- 6 at 1 Off Rec, 8? King :t, Norwich 
SIDAWAY, HARRY CLIFFORD, Dudley, Worcester Dudley mouth LAWRENCE, ALFRED, Portland rd, South Norwood, Builder 
Pet Feb22 Ord Feb 22 DANIKL, JOHN, Rhos, Cilybebill, Glam, Farmer Mar 6 Mar 6 at 12 132, York rd, Westmi’ ster Bridge rd 
SoPER, JAMES, Geraldine rd, Wandsworth,Builder Wands- at 11 Off Rec, Government bidgs, 8t Mary’s st, | LONSDALE, RICHARD, and HERBERT LONSDALE, Man- 
worth Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 2? Swansea chester, Print Merchants Mar6éat3 Off Kec, Byrom 
STANILAND, WILLIAM, Sheffield, Restaurant Keeper Shef- | Davipson, THOMAS, Penrith, Grocer Mar 6 at 11 st, Manchester 
field Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 { 34, Fisher st, Carlisle MAWER, JOHN GEORGE, Guisborough, Yorks, Butcher 
Mar 6 at 11.30 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rg‘ 
° Middlesbrough 
202nd Year of the Office. The Oldest Insurance Office in the World | yoxx. Jussi, Maxey, nr Market Deeping, Northampton, 
Karmer Mar 8at 11.30 Law Courts, Peterborough 














Heap Orrice: OAKLEY, WALTER, Clapham Park rd, Tobacco Dealer 


Mar ‘at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 
63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C. | pavi, Max, Here‘ord, Tailor Mar 6 at 11.80 2, Offa st, 


NOBLE, BENJAMIN (sen), and BENJAMIN NOBLE (jun), 
| R E O F Ce CE Uppingham, Rutland, Graziers Maréat 3 Off Bee, 
. 1, Berridge st. Leicester 
FOUNDED 1710, OAKES, ERNEST, Perth rd, Stroud Green Mar 7 at 11 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

















Insurances effected on the following risks :— 2 we , - Wrenn, Grenville ot, Best 
OBERTS, EDITH HAMILTON NNE, ( , 
HA I FIRE DAMAGE. man i Mar 8 at 11 Bankruptcy bilge, Carey st 
a \ ROBERTS, WILLIAM, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, Joiner 
‘ RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. Mar 6 at 12.30 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, | SHAUGHNESSY, ALFRED, Stretford, Lancs, Copper Plate 
ee % rag | © WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, | SICKNESS and DISEASE | ,netaver Mar 7 st 8 Of Ree, Byrom st, May 
me a including ACCIDENTS TO | BURGLARY, surnLsT, Gusnes, Reo, Hesatead, Glas: Dealer Mar 6 ag 
DOMESTIC SERVANTS. | PLATE GLASS euren, Sieaee Manes, & 
. . ' » SMITH, SIDNEY HARRY, Hastings, Newsagent Mar 6 at 
Crstad em Det dated SEB, 12 Off Rec. 124A, Marlborough pl, Brighton 


SopER, JAMES, Geraldine rd, Wandsworth, Builder Maré 
at 11 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 
Stupss, Tom, Frome, Butcher Mar 6 at 11.80 Off Rec, 26, 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 
Baldwin st, Bristol 


Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
a | SYKRS, PERCY STANLEY, Broad Street av, Chartered 
4, W. COUSINS, Distriet Manager. Accountant Mar 8 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
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HANNAH CHRISTIANA, Knottingley, Yorks Mar 6 at 


Off Rec, 21, King st, Wakefield 
ADJUDICATIONS, 


ACKERLEY, WILLIAM James. Altrincham, 
Man -‘hester Pet Feb?2: Ord Feb 22 
ADAMS, GEoRGE WILLIAM, Fairburn. nr Ferrybridge Yorks 
Wheelvright Wakeflel! Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 
Amos, Joun Henry, Bo'ton, Smaliware Dealer Bolton 

Pet Fab 22 Ord Feb 2: 
BECKWITH, HENRY WILLIAM, Huddersfield, 
Huddersiteli Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 
BLAKE, CH\RLES, Plympton, Devon, Dairymin 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
BRINDLE Chorley, 
Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 
BRisTow, JOHN, Stanmore st, Caledonian rd, Potato Sales- 
man Hish Court Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
Coss, WALTER SELBY, Crawley, Laundry 
Brentford Pet Feb 1 Od Feb 23 
COLLBRAN, CHARLES ALEXANDER, Gloucester rd, 
sington, Auctioner High Court Pet Jan 26 
Feb 23 
COLLIN, ELIZABETH, Oakwood av, Lewis 
Croyden Vet Jan 8 Ord Feb 23 
COOPER, JOSEPH, Wolverhampton, Painter 
ton Pet Feb 23) Ord Feb 235 
DICKERS, PERCY SAMURG, Pyrton, 
bury Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
EKINS, ALFRED Grorar, St George's av, Aldermanbnury, 
Commission Agent High Court Pet Feb 9 Ord Feb 


9 


TATE, 
11 


Coal Dealer 


Carver 
Plymouth 


Lancs, Weaver Bolton Pet 


Proprietor 


8 Ken- 
Ord 
Mitch 


rd, am 


Wolverhamp- 


Oxford, Farmer Ayles 


ELuLis, CHARLES, Sheffield, Stock Broker Sheffield Pet 
Feb 1 Ord Feb 23 

FRANSHAM, WILLIAM 
5 Urd Feb 2 

FRASER, Huon, Treorky, G'am, Draper's Traveller 

pridd Pet Jan 22 Ord Feb 23 

HAM, HUBERT BERGER, Craigs Court House, Charing 

Cross, Consu'ting Engineer High Court Pet Dee 29 

Ord Feb 22 

HANCOCK, WILLIAM Nortn, Deal, Fly Proprietor 
bury Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 23 

HAVARD, Lewis, Lianelly, Provision Merchant 
then Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

HERRICK, W SUpLoW, Kingston on Thames, 
Kington, Surrey Pet Nov29 Ord Feb 24 

HOLUEN, MARY, Blackburn Blackburn Pet Feb 22 
Feb 22 

HOLDEN, RICHARD, Blackburn, Wallpaper - Stainer’s 
Manager Blackburn Pet Feb22 (rd Feb 22 

Jonxgs, RoBERT THOMAS, Balls Pond rd, Provision Merchant 
High Court Pet Jan10 Ord Feb 22 

Jones, THOMAS, Hirwain, Glam, tngine Driver 
Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 

KEMP, FRANK MARTIN, Market Drayton, Sa’op, Carriage 
Builder Nantwich Pet #eb 6 Ord Feb vz 

KIRKLAND. WILLIAM, Cheapside High Court Pet Dec 39 
Ord Feb 22 


Norwich, Baker Norwich Pet Feb 
Ponty- 


GRA 


Canter- 


Carmar- 


Aberdare 








eas 


aa 


By APPOINTMENT 


MAPLE & CO 


LIMITED 


FURNITURE 


OFFICES 
AND 


BOARD ROOMS 


AS 
Roll-top Desks 
Writing Tables 
Nests of Drawers 
Revolving Chairs 
Filing Cabinets 
Book-cases and Stands 
Hard-wear Carpets 








always on view at the 


TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD 
GALLERIES 


Catalogues Free 


LONDON PARIS 




















Auctioneer | 


Ord | 


LAWRENCE, ALFRED, Portland rd, South Norwood, Builder 
Croydon Pet Fe 19 Ord Feb 22 

MAN YING, CHARLES, Bethnal Green rd, Umbrella Manufac- 
turer High Court Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 24 

MAWER, JoHN GrorGE, Guisbrough, Yorks, 
Stockton 01 Tees Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

MoNnTIN, HENRY DUNCAY, Sunbury, Middlx, 
Victualler King+ton, Surrey Pet April 
Aug 1 

NoBLE, BENJAMIN, sen, and BENJAMIN NOBLE, jun Upping- 
ham, Rutlan?, Graziers Leicester Pet Feb 23 Ord 
Feb 23 

OAKES, ERNEST, 
Garment Maker 
99 


Butcher 


Licens2d 
Ord 


25 


Waterproof 
Ord Feb 


Green, 
Pet Feb 22 


Perth rd, Stroud 
High Court 


RaNsom, JAMES WILLIAM, The Batts, Brentford, Confec- 
tioner Brentford Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 23 
RIMMER, WILLIAM JOHN WALKER, jun, Slaithwaite, York, 
Slater Huddersfield Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 
mRoperts, Joun Cone, Glastonbury, Jeweller Wells Pet 
Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 
ROSENBERG, JOSEPH, Ryeln, Peckham, Tailor H gh Court 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 23 
SIDAWAY, HARRY CLIFFORD, Dadley, Worcester 
Pet Feb22 Ord Feb 22 
STANILAND, WILLIAM, Sheffield, 
Sheffield Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 2t 
SUTTON, ERNEST FRANK, Swansea, 
Swansea Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 23 
SworRpDER, JOHN CHARLES, Runtingford, Herts, 
Gardener Cambridge Pet Feb23 Ord Feb 23 
TATE, HANNAH CHRISTIANA, Knottingley, Yorks 
field Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 


Dudley 
Restaurant Keeper 





qvity OF MANCHESTER. 


| The Corporation of Manchester invite applications for 
| the position of Assistant Prosecuting Sou.icitor in the 

Town Clerk’s Offics. Salary, £350 per annum. 

Candidates must b> Solicitora who are accustomed to 

and have had experience in advocacy before Justices, 
| Licensing Authorities, and County Courts. 
| The gentleman apprinted will be required to devote 
the whole of his time to the daties of the office, to become 
a contributor to the Manchester Corp»ration Officers’ 
Thrift Fand, and to execute their Deed of Service, 

Applications, stating pirticulars as to age, health, 
articles, admission, appointments, qualifications, &c., and 
xccompanied by copies of three testimonials, must be 
delivered to me, endorsed “ Assistant Prosecuting 
Selicitor,” on or before March 16th, 1912, 

Printed copies of the applications and testimonials are 
not required, and canvassing is prohibi 

TAOMAS HUDSON, Town Clerk. 
Town Hall, Manchester, Febraary 23rd, 1912. 


Girt MANCHESTER* 


The Corporation of Manchester invite applications for 
the position of Deputy Town Clerk. Salary £1,000 per 
anpum, 
in all the duties of a Town Cierk, and must be Solicitors 
of not less than seven years st-nding. 

The gentleman aopointed will be required to devote the 

| whole of bis time to the duties of the office, to bscome a 
contribator to the Manche:ter Corporation Officers’ Thrift 
Fund, and to exccute their Deed oi Service. 

Applications, stating particulars as to age, health, 
articles, admission, appointments, qualifications, &c., and 
accompanied by comes of four testimonials, and in adai- 
tion the names of three referees, must be delivered to me, 

endorsed ** Deputy ‘owa Clerk,’’ on ur before March 30th, 
1912, 

Printed copies of the applications and testimonials are 
not required, and canvassing is p’ohibited. 

THOMAS HUUDSUN, Town Clerk, 

Town Hall, Manchester, February 23rd,1912. 





OF 





(CLERK Wanted in Solicitor’s Office, with 
some experience in preparation of costs and know 
| lege of shorthand. Write, statiog age, experience, and 
salary required, Box 202, care of Smith’s Adver.isiog 


| Offices, 51, Moorgate Street, B.C. 

( {RAY’S-INN.—CHAMBERS in Verulam 
KN buildings, comprising (first floor) four rooms and 

(basement) two housekeeper’s rooms; rent £80 unfar- 

nishea, £90 farnished,-on repairing lease; or woulu Sell 

sixteen years’ Lease from Gray's-inn.—Eutrotr & 

Caawtry, 5, Verniam-buildings, Gray’s-inn. 








SPECIAL INVESTMENT BY TRUSTEES FOR 
ORS. 
ITY OF LONDON. —Freehold Ground 


_/ Rent of £15 per annum, secured upon substantial 
premises, No. 2, Johnson’s-court, Fleet-street. Reversion 
in 21 years to rack rent £120 per annum, For sale 
March 21.—Particulars of the Auctioneers, Messrs. Grex 
& Son, 17, St. Swithin’s lang, E.C, 


UNARTICLED CLERKS 


Who desire to improve their position 
should write for useful and interesting 
free__‘‘Guide_ to the Law_ Clerks’ 
Certiticate,”’ to— a 


W. 4. SanOERS, Eaq., Solicitor, Seoretary LONDON SCHOOL 
or LAW, 55 and 66, CHANCERY LANE, W.O. 














‘CHARITIES, 


| 
| 


&ec. 











NATIONAL 
ORPHAN HOME, 


HAM COMMON, SURREY. 
Patrons: H.M. THE KING, H.R.H. the Duchess of 
Albany and H.R.H. Princese Christian. 
President: 

His GRACE THE DUKE OF PORTLAND, K.G. 
Chairman: 





Automobile Engineer | 
Market | 


Wak: | 


Candidates must have had practical experience , 


Sin THOMAS SKEWES-Cox, J.P. 
FOUNDED 1849. 
For Orphan Girls, who are received without 
distinction of religion, and trained for domestic 


service. 
LEGACIES 
DONATIONS AND SUBSCRIPTIONS ARE MUCH NEEDED. 


Bankers : Lloyds Bank, 16, St. James’ Street, S. W. 
Secretary : The Orphanage, Ham Common, Surrey, 








THE NATIONAL HOSPITAL 


FOR THE | 
PARALYSED and EPILEPTIC, 


QUEEN SQUARE, BLOOMSBURY, W.C. 
The largest Hospital of its kind. 
The Charity is forced at present to rely, to some 
extent, upon legacies for maintenance. 


Those desiring to provide Annuities for 
relatives or triends are asked to send for particulars 


of the DONATIONS CARRYING LIFE ANNUITIES 
= THE EARL OF HARROWBY, Treasurer. 








SMYLY’S HOMES 


and Free Day Schools 
FOR NECESSITOUS CHILDREN, Dublin. 


Evangelical, Scriptura! Teaching Daily Estab. HalfaCentury. 


BENEFITING OVER A THOUSAND CHILDREN. 
Financial help is earnestly invite!, and will be ary fully 
received and acknowledged by The Misses SMY 21, 
Grattan-st., Dublin Gifts of Clothing for the Children 
®nd Articles for Sales of Work are always welcome, 














THE EAST LONDON CHURCH FUND. 


PRESIDENTS: 
THE BISHOPS OF ISLINGTON and STEPNEY. 





The object of this Fund is to bring more 
Christian Workers into East Londcn, 
which has a working-class population of over two 
millions. It now he!ps to maintain 


215 Lay and 
205 Clerical Agents, 


and earnestly solicits help by 
Subscription or Donation 
and Legacy. 


Secretary: Rev. H. A. E, STANDFAST, M.A. 
Office: 70, Hamilton House, Bishopsgate, E.C. 


AS PES 
ST. JOHN’S HOSPITAL 


FOR DISEASES OP THE SKIN (Incorporated). 


LEICESTER SQUARE, W.C., 
and UXBRIDGE ROAD, W. 


Patroness: HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN. 
President: THE EARL OF CHESTERFIELD. 
Treasurer: GUY PYM, Esq. 


Number of patients weekly, 800. 
Help in Legacies and Donations 
towards the Purchase of Freehold 
would be gratefully acknowledged. 


£7,500 required. 


A Donation of £10 108. ‘constitutes Life Governorship. 
dent, GEO. A. ARNAUDIN. 
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